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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

A. Purpose of the Report 
 

This Report to the City Council for the Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project has 
been prepared to fulfill the requirements of Section 33344.5 of the California Community 
Redevelopment Law (“CRL”).  The CRL requires that specific information be provided to 
affected taxing entities including the reasons for selecting the Project Area (“Project 
Area”), current conditions in the Project Area, an analysis of urbanization and a 
preliminary assessment of the proposed method of financing the redevelopment of the 
Project Area. 

 
B. Reasons for Selection of Project Area 

 
The existing Redevelopment Plan (“1993 Plan”) for the Central Long Beach 
Redevelopment Project Area (“Existing Project” or “Existing Project Area”) was initially 
adopted on September 21, 1993 by Ordinance No. C-7148 pursuant to AB 598 (Chapter 
1253, Statutes of 1992).  AB 598 was enacted following the civil disturbances in April 
and May of 1992 to assist the cities in addressing the results and causes of those 
disturbances. 
 
Due to all of the blighting factors described below and in this Report, the entire Project 
Area has had an overall decrease in total assessed valuation.  The decrease in 
assessed valuation is primarily affected by numerous assessment appeals as a result of 
an area that is in decline.  These assessment appeals have decreased the overall 
assessed valuation of the Project Area thereby limiting the amount of tax increment 
funds to be used to implement projects and programs within the Project Area.  The 
deteriorating physical and economic environment of the Project Area has contributed to 
the ongoing decline of Project Area conditions.  For this reason, and others described in 
the following sections, the Agency has decided to rescind Ordinance No. C-7148, and 
terminate the 1993 Plan and the boundaries of the Existing Project Area, and re-adopt 
the Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project.  This action will formulate a new 
Redevelopment Plan (“Plan”) with the same boundaries of the Existing Project Area. 

 
C. Blighting Conditions 

 
The CRL requires that a project have a least one physical and one economic blighting 
condition.  Additionally, the combination of these blighting conditions must present a 
burden on the community that cannot be remedied without the use of public 
redevelopment assistance.  The following blighting conditions were found to be prevalent 
in the Project Area. 
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Physical 
 
Deterioration and Dilapidation:  Twenty percent of the blocks are impacted by 
deteriorated or dilapidated structures. 
 
Defective Design or Physical Construction:  Twenty-nine percent of the blocks are 
impacted by residential homes containing faulty alterations. 
 
Building Code Violations:  The City of Long Beach has issued 6,707 code violations in 
the Project Area since 1995. 
 
Exposed Utilities:  Forty-three percent of the blocks contain structures exhibiting 
exposed utilities. 
 
Obsolescence/Substandard Design/Inadequate Building Size:  Forty percent of the 
blocks within the Project Area do not meet present market standards and are considered 
obsolete.  Eighty-seven percent of the single-family units are less than the contemporary 
development standard. 

 
Incompatible Uses:  Forty-one percent of the blocks within the Project Area contain 
incompatible industrial and commercial land uses impacting residential properties. 
 
Lots of Irregular Shape and Inadequate Size:  Forty-two percent of all of the parcels are 
less than 6,000 square feet in size, which is the standard size of a single-family lot.  
Seventy-three percent of the commercial properties along major commercial corridors do 
not meet the standard market size of a commercial parcel (10,000 square feet). 

 
Overall, 65 percent of the blocks within the Project Area contain 10 or more incidences 
of physical blighting conditions. 
    
Economic 
 
Depreciated or Stagnant Property Values:  The Project Area has had an overall 
decrease of 3 percent in assessed value since 1994.  The median single-family house 
sales price in the Project Area is 27 percent lower than citywide. 
 
Retail Sales Tax:  The Project Area has an average taxable retail sales rate per capita of 
$3,377, which is 40 percent lower than the City and 64 percent lower than the County as 
a whole. 
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Site Conditions:  Seventy-one percent of the blocks within the Project Area contain 
properties that exhibit poor site conditions, which is an indicator of impaired investments. 
 
Commercial Vacancies/Low Lease Rates:  Twenty-six percent of the blocks within the 
Project Area contain commercial or industrial buildings that are vacant. 
 
High Crime Rate:  Almost 50 percent of all violent crime in the City occurs in the Project 
Area.  Sixty-seven percent of the blocks contain properties that exhibit graffiti. 
 
Overcrowding:  All of the census tracts contain overcrowded housing units with 16 of the 
21 census tracts at least 20 percent overcrowded.  The Project Area has a higher 
household average in 18 of 21 census tracts analyzed in the Project Area than the 
average household size of the City as a whole. 

  
D. Proposed Redevelopment Programs 
 
The Agency has identified several redevelopment programs that can be implemented to 
best assist the private sector in the redevelopment of the Project Area in accordance 
with the purposes and intent of the CRL.  The Agency proposes to implement the Capital 
and Public Improvements Program, Commercial Revitalization Program, Neighborhood 
Revitalization Program, Affordable Housing Program and the Atlantic Avenue Corridor 
Revitalization Program.  The combination of these programs will help to remove 
impediments to revitalization and alleviate the existing blighting conditions.  In addition, 
the 20 percent required housing set-aside will assist in improving and preserving the 
community’s supply of low- and moderate-income housing.  Specific projects and 
activities would be implemented within these programs as opportunities occur.  

 
E. Tax Increment Revenue 

 
Before the City can adopt a redevelopment project, it must determine that 
redevelopment would be financially feasible.  This is typically accomplished by 
comparing projected revenues to costs.  Revenues are primarily composed of tax 
increment dollars generated from the sale, transfer, or substantial rehabilitation of 
property above the base year assessed property values at the time of project adoption.  
Project costs include both anticipated projects and programs that the Agency would like 
to undertake to eliminate blighting conditions as well as administrative costs to 
implement the redevelopment project. 
 
The preliminary assessment of the financing methods and financial feasibility of the 
Project indicate that the total cost of the Agency programs for blight elimination is 
approximately $385 million over the 30-year life of the Redevelopment Plan.  
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Approximately $79 million would be required for deposit into the Housing Fund.  
Furthermore, the economic feasibility of the financing plan is based upon the Agency’s 
issuances of tax allocation bonds generating approximately $66 million.  The net tax 
increment revenues available to the Agency over the life of the Project totals $230 
million, which will provide sufficient revenues to implement the Agency’s program and 
meet all required obligations. 

 
 F. Discussion Of Why Private Enterprise Acting Alone Or Alternative Financing Is  
  Not Sufficient To Eliminate Blight 
 

The deteriorated physical and depressed economic conditions now existing in the 
Project Area and more extensively described in Section III of this Report, cannot 
reasonably be expected to be reversed or alleviated by private enterprise or government 
action, or both, without the authority of redevelopment because there is little incentive for 
the private sector to invest in the area, and there is a lack of public funding and 
resources to correct deficiencies.  Private investment and development in the Project 
Area has been hindered because of a variety of risks associated with investment in the 
Project Area.  Government action, in and of itself, cannot reverse all of the conditions 
that cause blight in the Project Area, nor can it reduce the risk of private sector 
investment by eliminating the constraints to development without the authority and 
powers of redevelopment.   

 
Over time the needs, standards and expectations of the citizenry have changed, while 
buildings, structures and infrastructure facilities have worn, aged and become 
inadequate.  Circulation patterns are inadequate, outdated and hazardous.  Public 
facilities and amenities have not kept pace with changing expectations, nor have the 
presentation, offering and variety of economic goods and services.  The combined 
affects of these conditions have resulted in an area experiencing severe decline, which 
cannot reasonably be reversed by private enterprise action alone.  Therefore, the Project 
Area will not improve, depriving its inhabitants of the opportunities, security and life style, 
which are available to the citizens living in economically and physically prosperous 
locales.  
 
Alternative funds are available under various rules, conditions and circumstances.  
However, these funds alone and/or cumulatively are inadequate to accomplish the 
proposed projects and programs.  Without redevelopment, there are a number of funding 
sources potentially available to municipalities in California.  Some of these, such as 
community development block grants, economic development administration grants and 
SBA loans and loan guarantees, derive from the Federal government.  Regrettably, the 
availability of money from these programs, particularly Federal programs, has become 
less available and more restrictive in recent years.  Furthermore, the general amount of 
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dollars available is inadequate to meet the Project's needs and is often not eligible/ 
applicable for redevelopment project use. 
 
Other financing alternatives, such as enterprise zone funding, State commerce 
department grants and loans, and employment training grants and loans, derive from 
state government.  While still others, such as industrial development and mortgage 
backed revenues bonds, private bank CRA financing, assessment district financing, and 
private/public financing sources, derives from private and “off-budget” governmental 
sources.  However, this type of funding is difficult to implement because of certain 
restrictions.  As an example, Mello-Roos and general obligation bonds require a two-
thirds vote of the electorate and assessment districts require a majority of electorate 
votes.  Furthermore, the city runs the risk of overburdening property owners with taxes 
and assessments.  

 
Unfortunately, none of the above-described financing alternatives are under local 
control, or are definite and ongoing.  All are subject to their own budgetary constraints, at 
the Federal or State level, and are further subject to lengthy application or arcane 
administrative procedures which make ready application of their benefits to any given 
real estate transaction, in which "time is of the essence," problematic at best.  Thus, 
foregoing analysis confirms the fact that tax increment financing must remain the 
principal source of financing with consideration given to other methods in appropriate 
circumstances. 

 
G. Implementation Plan 
 
Per Section 33490 of the CRL, the five-year Implementation Plan must state the goals 
and objectives, show how the proposed projects, programs and expenditures will 
alleviate blight, and show how the requirements for low- and moderate-income housing 
in the community will be met.  Included as Appendix D to this Report is the Five-Year 
Implementation Plan adopted by the Agency on November 8, 1999 for the Central Long 
Beach Redevelopment Project.  Although this Implementation Plan was adopted for the 
Existing Project Area as the boundaries are depicted in the 1993 Plan, the re-adoption of 
the Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project will use the same Implementation Plan 
since the goals and objectives, specific projects proposed by the Agency, program of 
actions and expenditures, and how these projects will improve or alleviate the blighting 
conditions in the Project Area are exactly the same. 

  
 H. Method or Plan for Relocation 
 

The Agency anticipates that its programs of land assembly and upgrading and 
installation of public improvements and facilities needed within the Project Area will 
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provide an incentive for existing owners and the private sector to develop or redevelop 
vacant, underutilized and blighted properties and to achieve the goals and objectives for 
the redevelopment of the Project Area.  To the extent that the Agency acquires occupied 
property for land assembly or other purposes, or enters into agreements with existing 
owners, developers, or others under which occupants will be require to move, the 
Agency will cause or will be responsible, to the extent provided by law, for causing such 
displacement of occupants.  The Agency is not responsible for any displacement, which 
may occur as a result of private development activities not directly assisted by the 
Agency under a disposition and development, participation, or other such agreement. 

 
Displacement of businesses or tenants is anticipated under Agency programs and 
activities over the 30-year life of the Redevelopment Plan.  Should such displacement 
occur, the Agency will provide persons, families, business owners and tenants displaced 
by Agency activities with monetary and advisory relocation assistance consistent with 
the California Relocation Assistance Law (State Government Code, Section 7260 et 
seq.), the State Guidelines adopted and promulgated pursuant thereto, the Federal 
Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 
Section 4601 et. seq.), appropriate Federal Guidelines, and the provisions of the 
Redevelopment Plan for the Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project. 

 
The Agency will pay all relocation payments required by State and Federal law.  The 
General Relocation Plan in Appendix E of this Report outlines the general relocation 
rules and procedures, which must be adhered to by the Agency in activities requiring the 
relocation of persons and businesses.  Also identified in the General Relocation Plan are 
the Agency determinations and assurances, which must be made prior to undertaking 
relocation activities.   

 
 I. Analysis of the Preliminary Plan 
 

The Planning Commission of the City of Long Beach approved the Preliminary Plan for 
the Project Area on April 20, 2000 by Resolution No. 1108.  Following this action, the 
Redevelopment Agency approved and accepted the Preliminary Plan on May 8, 2000 by 
Resolution No. RA 5-2000.  The Preliminary Plan describes the boundary of the Project 
Area, and contains a general statement of land uses, layout of principal streets, 
population densities, building intensities, and building standards proposed as the basis 
for redevelopment of the Project Area.  The Preliminary Plan shows how the purpose of 
the Community Redevelopment Law would be attained through the redevelopment of the 
Project Area and has a statement of consistency with the General Plan of the City.  The 
Preliminary Plan also describes generally the impact of the Project upon the residents 
thereof and the surrounding neighborhood.  The boundaries of the Project Area have not 
changed since approval of the Preliminary Plan.   
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J. Report And Recommendation Of The Planning Commission 

 
The Planning Commission of the City of Long Beach made its report and 
recommendation on the Redevelopment Plan on September 7, 2000.  The 
Planning Commission, by adopting Resolution No. 1112, determined that the 
proposed Plan was consistent with and in conformity with the Long Beach 
General Plan, and recommended the approval of the proposed Plan 

 
 K. Summary Referred to in CRL Section 33387 
 
 As described in Section I of this Report, the Central Long Beach Redevelopment 

Project Area encompasses the previously proposed Long Beach Boulevard 
Redevelopment Project Area, and the previously proposed Atlantic Avenue 
Redevelopment Project, and an additional area around these two previously 
proposed project areas.  During the plan adoption process for the two previously 
proposed projects, project area committees were formed.  On October 20, 1992, 
the City Council adopted Resolution No. C-25322 determining that the PAC for 
the Existing Project Area will be formed consisting of the existing PACs for the 
former Long Beach Boulevard Redevelopment Project Area and the former 
Atlantic Avenue Redevelopment Project.   

 
On June 20, 2000, the Long Beach City Council, by Resolution No. 27703, made a 
finding that the Central Project Area Committee (CPAC) for the Existing Project Area will 
serve as the project area committee for the re-adopted Project Area and that a new 
project area committee is not necessary (see Appendix H of this Report).  Furthermore, 
the City Council by Resolution No. 27704, modified the membership of the CPAC to 
forty-two (42) members consisting of twelve (12) residential owner-occupants, three (3) 
residential tenants, ten (10) business representatives and seventeen (17) members from 
community organizations. 

 
On April 6, 2000, the CPAC held its first meeting related to the re-adoption process for 
the Project Area, and continued to discuss re-adoption procedures for the proposed Plan 
at subsequent meetings.  As of this writing, the PAC held regular monthly meetings 
through November 2, 2000 in order to review documents related to the proposed 
Redevelopment Plan.   

 

The PAC received the Redevelopment Plan for review on October 5, 2000.  The PAC 
has not yet prepared and adopted its report and recommendations to the City Council on 
the re-adoption of the Redevelopment Plan.   
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L. Environmental Impact Report Required by Section 21151 of the Public    
      Resources Code 
 
The purpose of the EIR is to evaluate the environmental effects of a program of 
redevelopment activities within the Project Area.  The EIR evaluated the following 
environmental issues:  air quality, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology, land use, noise, population and housing, public service, 
transportation and utilities.  The significant environmental effects, which cannot be 
avoided if the Project is implemented, are as follows: 

 
��Full build-out will result in pollutant emission, which exceed the threshold of 

significance and which aggravate air quality in the air-shed. 
��The Project has the potential to dislocate existing uses, businesses and tenants. 
��Full build-out will result in an unmitigated demand for open space and recreation. 

 
The Draft EIR was transmitted to the taxing entities in the Project Area on August 15, 
2000.  It was then circulated for public review and comment from August 15, 2000 
through October 9, 2000.  The following agencies submitted comments on the Draft EIR: 

 
��Southern California Association of Governments 
��County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
��County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
��State Clearinghouse 
�� Long Beach Unified School District 
��City of Seal Beach 
��State of California Department of Transportation 

 
The Agency, as the lead agency, is scheduled to certify the Final EIR for the Project at 
the joint public hearing on the Plan adoption currently scheduled for February 12, 2001.  
A copy of the Final EIR will be submitted to the City Council as part of the Final Report to 
City Council.  The comments received on the Draft EIR and the required responses will 
be incorporated into the Final EIR. 
 
M. Report of the County Fiscal Officer 
 
The Agency has yet to receive the County Fiscal Officer’s Report (“33328 Report”) from 
the County of Los Angeles.  Agency staff has not been given a date as to when the 
33328 Report will be completed.  The 60-day period for completion and submission of 
the 33328 Report to the Agency and affected taxing agencies was October 20, 2000.  
Having not received the 33328 Report, the Agency will proceed as scheduled with the 
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re-adoption of the Project in accordance with CRL Section 33328.  If the 33328 Report is 
submitted prior to the re-adoption of the Project, then the Agency will prepare and 
consider for approval a Supplement to this Report containing an analysis of the 33328 
Report. 
 
Section 33328 of the CRL requires the Agency, prior to the publication of a notice of the 
joint public hearing on the proposed Redevelopment Plan, to consult with each affected 
taxing agency with respect to the Project and the allocation of tax increment revenues.  
The Agency submitted Statements of Preparation of a Redevelopment Plan to all of the 
affected taxing agencies on May 10, 2000.  These notices included an offer to consult 
with each of the taxing agencies.  Only the County of Los Angeles has requested a 
consultation meeting.  This meeting occurred on June 15, 2000 and was attended by 
County officials and Agency staff.  A summary of the meeting and items of discussion 
are contained in Appendix I of this Report. 

 
N. Neighborhood Impact Report 
 

1. Relocation 
 
The Project Area contains residential dwelling units, the majority of which are assumed 
to be occupied by low- or moderate-income persons or families.  Some residential units 
within the Project Area do not conform (are non-conforming) to the City’s existing zoning 
codes.  Although the Agency does not intend to displace any residents, whether the 
units are conforming or non-conforming, future revitalization projects may necessitate 
the displacement and relocation of low- and moderate-income residents. 

 
Any displacement which occurs as a result of Agency redevelopment activities will be 
mitigated by relocation assistance including financial payments, advisory assistance, 
and replacement housing plan provisions of state law relating to Agency assisted 
developments.  These provisions are further described in this Report under the “Method 
or Plan for Relocation.” 
 

2. Environmental Quality 
 

The environmental impacts of the proposed Redevelopment Plan were analyzed in the 
EIR for the Project referenced in Section XII of this Report.  The EIR analyzed and 
updated the impacts identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report prepared for the 
1993 Plan, which are as follows: air quality; cultural resources; geology and soils; 
hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology; land use; noise; population and housing; 
public services; utilities; and transportation.  As previously discussed, most of the 
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impacts projected to result from implementing the Project can be mitigated.  Mitigation 
measures were included for all impacts considered significant.     
 

3. Traffic Circulation 
 

Traffic circulation through the Project Area is constrained due primarily to high traffic 
volumes along the roadway network.  Impact to existing roadways network as result of 
Plan implementation will consist of an approximate 15 percent increase in vehicular 
traffic.  Most of the additional vehicle trips will occur in the southern portion of the Project 
Area and along Atlantic Avenue where the majority of the new development will occur.   
Redevelopment projects will help to mitigate traffic impacts within the Project Area.  The 
proposed Project through a public improvements program includes the provisions for 
improvements to transportation and circulation systems, upgrading existing roads and 
landscaping.  

 
4. Community Facilities and Services 
 

As noted above, the EIR analyzed the impacts of the Project on fire protection, police 
protection, schools, library, natural gas, water, wastewater, and electricity.  No significant 
or potentially significant impacts were found or stated for any of the community services 
or public utilities analyzed in the EIR.  The proposed Project is intended to fund the 
upgrading and installation of public improvements and facilities, which would include 
improvements to traffic, water, sewer, and drainage systems. 

  
5. School Population and Quality of Education 
 

The Project Area is served by the Long Beach Unified School District.  This District is 
either nearly or exceeding capacity.  Residential, commercial and industrial development 
that could occur in the Project Area would increase enrollment in local schools, by 4,500 
students possibly requiring the expansion of existing schools or the construction of new 
schools.  To offset development impacts the district collects the maximum statutory 
development fees allowed by law that help offset the impacts of increased enrollments 
and cost of new school construction.  Overall, the quality of education is expected to 
remain the same and the potential impact to the schools can be mitigated.  Additional 
employment generated by the redevelopment activity within the Project Area may add 
school-age children to the area since new commercial and industrial development in the 
Project Area is anticipated to create new job opportunities, which may increase the labor 
force in the area.  However, redevelopment activities are expected to also foster an 
increase in property valuation that will result in an increase in the pass through property 
taxes that the school district would receive.   
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6. Property Assessment and Taxes 
 

The proposed Project alone will not cause the property taxes to increase.  In general, 
taxable valuations of property within and adjoining should increase as development of 
that property occurs.  New development within the Project will be assessed at market 
value, as determined by the assessor.  Regardless of whether property is in the Project 
Area or not, the assessor may increase property valuations for existing properties at the 
maximum rate of two percent per year allowed under Proposition 13.  In cases where 
property changes hands, the assessor will reassess the added value to property and 
improvements due to any new development or rehabilitation which occurs. 

 
O. Relocation and Low- and Moderate-Income Housing 

 
1. Housing Units to be Destroyed or Removed 
 

Implementation of the proposed Plan may include Agency acquisition of property within 
the proposed Project Area as provided for by the Redevelopment Plan.  The Agency 
does not have any specific plans for the acquisition of low- and moderate-income 
housing.  The majority of housing units within the Project Area is assumed to be 
occupied by very low, low- and moderate-income households.  However, none of these 
units are targeted to be destroyed or removed. 

 
2. Projected Residential Displacement 
 

As mentioned above, the Agency does not have any specific plans, which would involve 
the removal of low- and moderate-income housing units or displacement of low- and 
moderate-income residents.  Should such displacement be contemplated, the Agency 
will conduct individual household surveys to determine the exact number, type and, 
location of comparable replacement housing units and the required number of referrals 
thereto prior to displacement of any person of low- or moderate-income.   
 

3. Number and Location of Replacement Housing 
 

The specific number and type of replacement housing units required pursuant to CRL 
Section 33413 has not been determined. Should housing units be destroyed or removed 
from the low- and moderate-income housing market by the Agency, suitable 
replacement housing locations are available within the Project Area or other areas of the 
City and County as identified in the applicable General Plan as residential infill areas.  
For example, the City’s 2000-2005 Housing Element identifies a vacancy rate of 5.2 
percent for owner and rental-occupied dwelling units.  Based upon the total housing 
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units in the City of 172,089, there are approximately 8,950 vacant housing units which 
could be used as replacement housing. 

  
4. Number and Location of Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Planned Other  
      than Replacement Housing 
 

The Agency plans to assist in the construction, rehabilitation and preservation of low- 
and moderate-income housing in the Project Area under the Neighborhood 
Revitalization and Development Assistance programs as described in Section IV of this 
Report.  The location of low- and moderate-income housing units may occur anywhere 
within the Project Area or citywide as permitted by the City and County General Plan.  It 
is estimated within the Agency’s Five-Year (2000-2005) Implementation Plan (Appendix 
D) that as many as 2,937 units may be developed or rehabilitated within the Project 
Area. Redevelopment law requires that 15 percent of the total housing units be 
affordable to low- and moderate-income persons.  Therefore, it is estimated that at least 
440 housing units will be built, rehabilitated or preserved for low- and moderate-income 
households.  These housing units will be developed within the Project Area and citywide. 

 
5. Financing Method for Proposed Low- and Moderate-income Dwelling Units  
      planned for Construction or Rehabilitation 
 

Not less than 20 percent of all taxes which may be allocated to the Agency pursuant to 
Section 33670 of Article 4 of the CRL shall be used by the Agency for purposes of 
increasing, improving, preserving the supply of low- and moderate-income housing 
available at affordable housing cost to persons and families of low- or moderate-income 
and very low income households.  This source of funding will be utilized for assisting in 
the financing of construction or rehabilitation of low- and moderate-income housing.  At 
least 50 percent of these funds are to be used within the Project Area for new 
construction. 

 
6. Timetable for Provision of Relocation and Housing Objectives 
 

If replacement housing is to be provided pursuant to Section 33413 of the CRL, the 
Agency shall take necessary steps to cause the construction, rehabilitation or 
development of such housing in accordance with the time limits prescribed by law.  The 
timing for rehabilitation will be linked to the availability of the funds and the level of 
participation by the residents. 

 
The relocation plan(s) prepared by the Agency for a particular development activity shall 
contain schedules to insure comparable replacement housing is available in accordance 
with the requirements of the CRL and the State Relocation Guidelines. 
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P. Other Matters Affecting the Physical and Social Quality of the Environment 

 
The Project will have beneficial impacts on property owners and businesses in the 
Project Area.  Implementation of the specific projects consistent with the objectives of 
the General Plan and the proposed Plan will bring about coordinated growth, and 
development and improvements in the public infrastructure system, making the Project 
Area a more attractive area, which in turn should stimulate reinvestment.  The Project 
will therefore help the City to reverse long-term decline without the need for more 
extensive and expensive measures in the future. 

 
The Agency’s proposed public improvements programs would improve vehicular access 
and circulation in and around the Project Area.  The public improvements proposed will 
also improve unsafe and deficient street conditions.   
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
A. PURPOSE 

 
This Report to the City Council (“Report”) for the proposed re-adoption of the 
Redevelopment Plan (“Redevelopment Plan” or “Plan”) for the Central Long Beach 
Redevelopment Project (“Project”) has been prepared by the Redevelopment Agency of 
the City of Long Beach (“Agency”) pursuant to Section 33352 of the Community 
Redevelopment Law (CRL). 
 
The Report is one of the legally required documents leading to the re-adoption of the 
proposed Redevelopment Plan.  The Report provides documentation on the nature and 
extent of the conditions of the area included within the Project (“Project Area”) and how 
these conditions will be corrected through the use of redevelopment.  The Report also 
describes how the redevelopment of the Project Area will be financed so that economic 
feasibility can be demonstrated.   
 
The primary purpose of the Report is to provide the information, documentation, and 
evidence required by the CRL to accompany the proposed Redevelopment Plan when it 
is submitted by the Agency to the City Council.  Such information, documentation and 
evidence is provided to assist the City Council in its consideration of the proposed 
Project Area and in making the various findings associated with the adoption of the 
Redevelopment Plan. 
 
The Report is divided into thirteen (13) sections.  As shown below, these sections 
correspond to the subdivisions contained within the CRL, Section 33352 which specify 
the required contents of a Report to the Legislative Body. 
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ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL 
 

CRL Section No. 
 

Subdivision  Report to City 
Council 

33352(a)
  

The reasons for the selection of the project area, a description of the 
specific projects proposed by the agency, a description of how these 
projects will improve or alleviate the conditions described in subdivision 
(b). 
 

 Section II 
 

    

33352(b) A description of the physical and economic conditions specified in Section 
33031 that exist in the area that cause the project area to be blighted 
including a list of the conditions and a map showing where in the project 
the conditions exist. 
 

 Section III  
 

    

33352(c) Implementation Plan 
  

 Section VI 
 

    

33352(d) The proposed method of financing the redevelopment of the project area 
in sufficient detail so that the legislative body may determine the 
economic feasibility of the plan. 
 

 Section V 

    

33352(e) A method or plan for the relocation of families and persons to be 
temporarily or permanently displaced from housing facilities in the project 
area. 
 

 Section VII 
 

    

33352(f) Analysis of the Preliminary Plan. 
 

 Section VIII 

    

33352(g) The report and recommendations of the planning commission. 
 

 Section IX 

    

33352(h) The summary referred to in Section 33387 (Project Area Committee or 
consultations with residents and community organizations). 
 

 Section X 

    

33352(I) The report required by Section 65402 of the Government Code (Report on 
the conformity of the Redevelopment Plan with the General Plan of the 
city). 

 Section IX 

    

33352(j) The report required by Section 21151 of the Public Resources Code 
(Environmental Impact Report) 
 

 Section XI 

    
33352(k) The report of the county fiscal officer as required by Section 33328. 

 
 Section XII 

    
33352(l) Neighborhood Impact Report.  

 
 Section XIII 

    

33352(m) An analysis by the agency of the report submitted by the county as 
required by Section 33328, which shall include a summary of the 
consultation of the agency, or attempts to consult by the agency, with 
each of the affected taxing entities.   

 Section XII 
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B. BACKGROUND 
 

The existing Redevelopment Plan (“1993 Plan”) for the Central Long Beach 
Redevelopment Project Area (“Existing Project” or “Existing Project Area”) was initially 
adopted on September 21, 1993 by Ordinance No. C-7148 pursuant to AB 598 (Chapter 
1253, Statutes of 1992).  AB 598 was enacted following the civil disturbances in April 
and May of 1992 to assist the cities in addressing the results and causes of those 
disturbances.   

 
The civil disturbance of 1992 was not the first incident to cause the City of Long Beach 
to examine and respond to the deteriorated condition of its central area neighborhoods.  
As early as 1981, the City of Long Beach initiated a series of studies to assess the 
physical, social and economic conditions affecting Long Beach Boulevard, Atlantic 
Avenue and surrounding residential, commercial and industrial areas within the Central 
Long Beach Project Area.  As a result of those studies, the City initiated and 
implemented several programs to rectify or eliminate the adverse conditions; affecting 
the Existing Project Area or portions of it.  These programs included increased code 
enforcement, residential and commercial rehabilitation, neighborhood preservation, an 
enterprise zone for increasing employment and business opportunities, and crime 
reduction measures and programs.  Although these improvement programs 
implemented prior to the adoption of the 1993 Plan revitalized the area to a certain 
extent, they did not alleviate existing problems to the extent needed to entirely reverse 
conditions of blight in the area that currently exist even today.   
 
In recognition of the limited scope of the programs implemented before the adoption of 
the 1993 Plan, the City Council of the City of Long Beach, prior to the civil disturbances, 
sought to use redevelopment in the areas which appeared to need assistance over and 
above the programs already in place and would benefit most from the use of 
redevelopment.  In March 1991, the Planning Commission of the City of Long Beach 
adopted the Preliminary Plan for and selected the boundary of the Long Beach 
Boulevard Redevelopment Project.  One year later, in March of 1992, the Planning 
Commission took the same action with respect to the Atlantic Avenue Redevelopment 
Project.  Rather than pursue adoption of these two redevelopment project areas 
separately, the City and the Agency decided to adopt only one redevelopment project 
encompassing these two proposed project areas.  It became clear following the civil 
disturbances that the use of the tools and authorities provided by redevelopment was 
warranted in a larger area than that previously identified. 

 
Over the past seven years since the adoption of the 1993 Plan, the Existing Project Area 
has seen limited improvements in the overall physical and economic make-up of the 
area.  This is largely attributed to the Agency’s inability to collect tax increment to 
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implement its redevelopment program because of re-assessments in property values, 
which has caused the assessed value of the Existing Project Area to decline from 
$1,948,126,916 in 1994-95 to its present value of $1,893,758,404.  As a result, the 
Existing Project Area still exhibits most of the physical and economic blighting conditions 
that were identified in the Agency’s Report to City Council (July 1993) for the 1993 Plan.  
For this reason, and others described in the following sections, the Agency has decided 
to rescind Ordinance No. C-7148, and terminate the 1993 Plan and the boundaries of 
the Existing Project Area, and re-adopt the Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project.  
This action will formulate a new Redevelopment Plan (“Plan”) with the same boundaries 
of the Existing Project Area (hereinafter referred to as the “Project Area”). 

 
On April 20, 2000, by Resolution No. 1108, the Planning Commission of the City of Long 
Beach (“Planning Commission”), as provided for by the CRL, adopted the Preliminary 
Plan, setting the boundary, for the Project Area.  The boundary of the Project Area is 
exactly the same as the Original Project Area adopted in 1993 and is presented on 
Figure 1.  On May 8, 2000 the Agency by Resolution No. R A 5-2000 accepted the 
Planning Commission’s Preliminary Plan and recommended Project Area boundaries. 
 
On May 9, 2000, the City Council determined that the existing Project Area Committee 
(PAC) will serve as the project area committee for the Project Area and that a new 
project area committee is not required.  On August 14, 2000, the Agency submitted the 
Redevelopment Plan to the PAC and Planning Commission for their review and 
recommendation.  On September 7, 2000, by Resolution No. 1112 the Planning 
Commission determined that the proposed Plan conforms to the City’s General Plan. 
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II. REASONS FOR SELECTION OF PROJECT AREA 
 
As previously mentioned, the Project Area has been selected because of the ongoing economic 
and physical blight that exists as a result of many factors, including continued impaired 
investments resulting from the damage incurred during the civil unrest of April and May 1992.  
The existing physical and economic conditions of the area resulting in stagnant and decreasing 
property values have limited the Agency’s potential to effectively implement the projects and 
programs within the previously adopted 1993 Plan.  The following discusses generally the 
existing physical and economic conditions in the Project Area, and the reasons for re-selecting 
the Project Area. 
 

A. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.  Elimination of Blighting Influences 
 

The Project Area was selected based on a prevalence of certain existing and long-term 
physical and economic conditions which characterize the area as blighted.  Section III of 
this Report describes in detail the conditions existing in the Project Area that contribute 
to those blighting influences.  The following describes those conditions.  
 
The Project Area’s residential neighborhoods are threatened by declining physical 
conditions.  The majority of the housing stock exhibits signs of deterioration ranging from 
deferred maintenance to areas in need of major rehabilitation.  The housing stock also 
exhibits signs of defective design and character of physical construction in which 
remodeling or “improvements” have not been done properly.  Building code violations 
have increased over the past three years which is a sign that the area is in decline and 
owners are not willing to reinvest in their properties.  Obsolescence is also a significant 
factor within the residential neighborhoods.  Significant portion of residential structures 
are of inadequate size in regards to today’s standards.  The deterioration of the area’s 
sidewalks, curbs and gutters further detracts from the neighborhoods’ livability and 
imparts an impression of neglect. 

 
Furthermore, soci-economic changes are placing undo stress on the Project Area’s 
neighborhoods.  Housing costs in the Project Area are some of the lowest in the City.  
Also, the Project Area has experienced an increase of two times the rate in the City’s 
population over the last decade.  Regretfully, the Project Area has not experienced a 
similar increase in housing unit production.  This, combined with the fact that Project 
Area residents have significantly lower incomes compared to City and County residents, 
has resulted in overcrowded conditions.  The existence of substandard design and 
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inadequate size residential units within the Project Area has magnified this overcrowded 
condition.  
 
Both businesses and residents are affected by the crimes, gangs and graffiti in the 
Project Area.  The Project Area has a higher incidence of violent crime than the City at 
large.  Crime increases the cost of doing business by pushing up insurance rates and 
security costs.  Crime also deters business patronage since people will avoid areas they 
perceive as dangerous.  The perception of danger also deters people from investing in 
property. 
 
The spine of the Project Area is Long Beach Boulevard, a major automobile and rapid 
transit thoroughfare into downtown.  Once a center for new automobile dealerships in 
the 1980s, Long Beach Boulevard has been mostly abandoned by these dealerships for 
locations which provide significant marketing advantages, such as direct freeway 
visibility and accessibility, up-to-date facilities, plentiful parking, clean, safe and well-
designed appearance - amenities not found on Long Beach Boulevard.  The exodus of 
new automobile dealerships in the early 1990s has resulted in large vacant properties 
dominating the streetscape. In other instances, auto body and auto repair shops now 
use the former auto dealerships for their purposes including outdoor car repair, creating 
unsightly facilities.  These auto repair shops are located directly adjacent to residential 
structures, which due to the nature of the activity, include obtrusive effects such as noise 
and exhaust fumes, has created significant incompatible land use scenarios. 

 
In addition to Long Beach Boulevard, the other major commercial arterials of the Project 
Area are Willow Street, Pacific Coast Highway, Anaheim Street, 7th Street, Pacific 
Avenue, and Atlantic Avenue.  Pacific Coast Highway and Anaheim Street are typical, 
older automobile-oriented commercial strips, which carry a high volume of east-west 
traffic.  The properties along these streets, like those on other major commercial arterials 
in the Project Area, are narrow and shallow, and are held by a multiplicity of owners.  
Retail developments are often of obsolete design and have limited off-street parking for 
their clientele.  The majority of businesses occupy structures built for other purposes, 
hindering their efficiency.  Furthermore, examples of incompatible land uses are also 
prevalent along these commercial corridors as residential structures are interspersed 
with commercial and industrial land uses. 
 
Due to all of the blighting factors described above, the entire Project Area has had an 
overall decrease in total assessed valuation.  As described earlier, the decrease in 
assessed valuation is primarily affected by numerous assessment appeals as a result of 
an area that is in decline.  These assessment appeals have decreased the overall 
assessed valuation of the Project Area thereby limiting the amount of tax increment 
funds to be used to implement projects and programs within the Project Area.  The 
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deteriorating physical and economic environment of the Project Area has contributed to 
the ongoing decline of Project Area conditions.  The decrease in assessed valuation and 
the existing physical blighting conditions, clearly demonstrates how depressed the 
Project Area is, and discourages property owners from investing in their property.  
Furthermore, these properties have been subjected to vandalism and trash 
accumulation, further diminishing the appearance of the community.   
 
The Project Area has also been unable to attract stable and large scale commercial, 
industrial and office types of development for the past several years.  Clearly, private 
enterprise has been unable to act alone in revitalizing the Project Area and the Agency 
has been restricted in its efforts to implement projects and programs to halt the Project 
Area’s continuing decline due to the Project Area’s total assessed valuation being lower 
than the 1993 Plan base year total assessed valuation.  Thus, the continued lack of 
economic activity and the prolonged presence of blighting influences has signaled the 
need for extraordinary action to stimulate and facilitate the health and welfare of Project 
Area residents and businesses. 

 
2.  1993 Plan and Civil Disturbances 
 

As previously stated, the primary basis for the formation presented in the Report to 
Council on the 1993 Plan was based upon impacts resulting from the civil disturbances 
of April and May 1992.  The civil disturbances resulted in the private and public sector 
experiencing an increase in costs as a result of the damage, which still has impacted the 
Project Area today.  Private sector costs included damage to property, loss of inventory 
and loss of business estimated at $19.2 million.  The public sector incurred considerable 
costs by providing services beyond those typically necessary including increase of police 
presence, fire protection and ambulance and paramedic services.  These services were 
to restore and maintain public safety and to initiate recovery efforts.  These immediate 
monetary costs are not the only costs incurred.  The Project Area continues to feel 
ongoing effects, such as lost patronage, business closures, and declining property 
values, which is reflected in the Project Area today.  Since the adoption of the 1993 Plan 
the Project Area has had more business closures than business openings, and stagnant 
taxable sales. 

 
A majority of the property damage resulting from the civil disturbances within the City of 
Long Beach occurred in the Project Area.  Reports from a field inspection on May 3, 
1992 by the City’s Planning and Building Department reveal that the Project Area 
experienced the greatest amount of damage.  The inspection reports indicate that of the 
164 structures assessed for damage, 131, or 80 percent, were within the Project Area.  
Of the 32 structures that were between 60 and 100 percent destroyed citywide, 28, or 88 
percent, were within the Project Area.  The majority of structures damaged were 
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commercial.  Properties on 4th, 7th and 10th Streets, Alamitos Avenue, Long Beach 
Boulevard, Pacific Avenue, Pacific Coast Highway, and Willow Street suffered the 
greatest losses. Partially or completely destroyed buildings on those streets represent 
nearly 90 percent of all buildings damaged or destroyed, and most of those were within 
the Project Area.  

 
3.  Agency Goals and Objectives 
 

Through redevelopment, the City seeks to revitalize the Project Area and completely 
integrate the Project Area into the City’s planning efforts.  The CRL provides cities 
additional land use and development controls and tools to guide future rehabilitation/ 
development not otherwise available.  Given the poor physical and economic condition 
of the Project Area, it is necessary to employ redevelopment to accomplish the City’s 
planning goals. 

 
The overall goals and objectives for redeveloping the Project Area are the promotion of 
economic development, the elimination of blighting influences and increase in affordable 
housing opportunities.  The success of the proposed Project is contingent on the 
Agency’s ability to induce private sector investment and reinvestment in the Project 
Area.  The Agency foresees assisting commercial property and business owners to 
improve, maintain and expand existing facilities.  It also intends to aid in the creation of 
new businesses and commercial and industrial enterprises, which provide job 
opportunities.  As set forth in the proposed Redevelopment Plan, the major goals for the 
proposed Project Area are as follows: 
 
1. The elimination of blighting influences and the correction of environmental 

deficiencies in the Project Area, including, among others, buildings in which it is 
unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live or work, small and irregular lots, faulty 
exterior spacing, obsolete and aged building types, mixed character or shifting uses 
or vacancies, incompatible and uneconomic land uses, substandard alleys, and 
inadequate or deteriorated public improvements, facilities, and utilities. 

 
2. The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated development with 

improved pedestrian and vehicular circulation in the Project Area. 
 
3. The replanning, redesign, and development of portions of the Project Area which are 

stagnant or improperly utilized. 
 

4. The provision of opportunities for participation by owners and tenants in the 
revitalization of their properties. 
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5. The strengthening of retail and other commercial functions in the Project Area. 
 

6. The strengthening of the economic base of the Project Area and the community by 
the installation of needed site improvements to stimulate new residential, 
commercial, and light industrial expansion, employment, and social and economic 
growth. 

 
7. The provision of adequate land for parking and open spaces. 

 
8. The establishment and implementation of performance criteria to assure high site 

design standards and environmental quality and other design elements, which 
provide unity and integrity to the entire Project Area. 

 
9. The expansion, improvement, and preservation of the community’s supply of housing 

available to low- and moderate-income persons and families.  
 

It is the objective of the Agency to improve the existing areas that have been bypassed 
by new development and redevelopment and ensure that the Project Area is developed 
in a comprehensive manner that provides for adequate infrastructure, necessary 
commercial facilities and diversity in housing stock for the growing population.  
Resolution of heath and safety concerns caused by a high crime rate, a lack of economic 
development, and the on-going deterioration of building structures and infrastructure is a 
priority of the Agency.  
 
Because of Project Area’s considerable needs, redevelopment cannot be the sole 
solution to improving the area and will have to be used in concert with other City, 
County, State and Federal programs including CBDG funds, development fees and 
possibly assessment districts.  Finally, significant improvement is not likely to occur in 
the near-term but redevelopment will be used as the catalyst to bring about an organized 
rehabilitation and revitalization of the area.   
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III. EXISTING PHYSICAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA 
 

A. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.   Demographic and Housing Characteristics 
 

Demographic and housing data reported for the Project Area were obtained on the basis 
of geographic units that proximate the Project Area’s boundary as closely as possible.  
Census data for the Project Area was derived by aggregating twenty-one (21) census 
tracts (5722.01, 5722.02, 5726, 5727, 5728, 5730, 5731, 5732.01, 5732.02, 5733, 5751, 
5752, 5753, 5754, 5758, 5759, 5762, 5763, 5764, 5765 and 5769).  The Project Area 
takes in all or a sizable portion of these tracts, as shown on Figure 2.  Updated Census 
data1 provides the most comprehensive and accurate information available for a 
description of conditions and trends in the Project Area, given the availability and format 
of relevant data. 

 
The Project Area, as represented by the census tracts cited above, has a 2000 
population of 153,148 persons.  This represents nearly 34 percent of the population of 
the City of Long Beach, which has a 2000 population of 450,603 persons.  Between 
1990 and 2000, the Project Area experienced a growth rate close to 13 percent.  This 
growth rate is more than two times the approximate 5 percent growth rate for the City 
and 6 percent growth rate of the County (Table 1).  A portion of the large population 
increase between 1990 and 2000 in the Project Area can be related to the increase in 
the average household size, as discussed below.  The high population growth has 
significant implications for Project Area physical and economic conditions since the 
increase in the number of housing units during this same period has been much lower, 
resulting in an increase in overcrowding conditions, as discussed later in this Report.  
The high population growth also has a significant impact on the City, which is 
responsible for providing adequate public services and housing based on the City’ s 
share of regional housing needs. 
 
As shown in Figure 3, the 1999 median age of the Project Area population is 27.5 years, 
significantly younger than the median age for the City of Long Beach of 36.1 years and 
the County of Los Angeles of 34.8 years.  As shown in Table 1, the increase in median 
age from 1990 to 2000 was 7 percent while the City had an increase of 20.3 and the 
County of 13.4 percent.  The primary reason for the lower median age in the Project 
Area when compared to the City and County is related to a much larger proportion of 
children in the Project Area.  Persons under the age of 12 represent nearly 26 percent of  

 
1 Most of the demographic and housing data in this Report is based upon estimates divided from the 1990 
Census and adjusted by Claritas. 





TABLE 1
Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project Area
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency
Population Characteristics: Central Project Area, City of Long Beach and County of Los Angeles -- 1990 and 2000*

1990 2000 % Change 1990 2000 % Change 1990 2000 % Change

Total Population 135,909 153,148 12.7% 429,433 450,603 4.9% 8,863,164 9,377,938 5.8%

Median Age (in years) 25.7 27.5 7.0% 30.0 36.1 20.3% 30.7 34.8 13.4%

Percent of Population by Age Group

1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000

Age under 12 25.1% 25.5% 18.8% 19.3% 18.3% 18.9%

Age 12-17 8.4% 9.6% 6.7% 7.6% 7.9% 8.2%

Age 18-24 14.4% 10.4% 13.3% 8.5% 12.3% 9.2%

Age 25-34 21.1% 17.1% 21.1% 16.0% 19.8% 16.0%

Age 35-44 12.8% 16.2% 14.6% 17.3% 15.1% 16.9%

Age 45-54 6.5% 9.9% 8.2% 12.5% 9.5% 12.7%

Age 55-64 4.5% 4.7% 6.4% 7.2% 7.4% 7.7%

Age 65+ 7.2% 6.6% 10.9% 11.6% 9.7% 10.5%

* 1990 data is based upon the official 1990 Census.  2000 data are estimates derived from the 1990 Census and adjusted by Claritas.
Source: U.S. Census, 1990; City of Long Beach, Advance Planning, 1999; State of California Department of Finance, 2000.

Central Project Area City of Long Beach County of Los Angeles

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
FIlename: Tables; age2; 12/22/00; cb



FIGURE 3
KEY SOCIO-ECONOMIC INDICATORS
LONG BEACH CENTRAL REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
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FIGURE 3
KEY SOCIO-ECONOMIC INDICATORS
LONG BEACH CENTRAL REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
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the Project Area’s population, higher than the 19 percent for the City and the County.  
Project Area youths also represent a greater proportion of the teenage population 
compared to the City and the County.  In 2000, nearly 10 percent of the Project Area 
population was between 12 and 17 years old, while approximately 8 percent of the City 
and County populations were comprised of this age group.  The large number of persons 
of this age group has important implications for crime in the Project Area since 
adolescents are more likely to become involved in gangs, drugs, and related criminal 
activities compared to other age groups. 

 
As shown in Figure 3, residents of the Project Area have lower educational levels, as 
measured by years of education, compared to residents of the City of Long Beach and 
the County of Los Angeles.  Approximately 40 percent of Project Area residents’ age 25 
and older did not graduate from high school.  In comparison, 24 percent of City residents 
and 29 percent of County residents age 25 and older did not graduate from high school.  
Another indicator of the lower educational level of Project Area residents is the much 
smaller portion of college graduates in the Project Area compared to the City and 
County.  Only about 14 percent of Project Area residents age 25 and older were college 
graduates, which is lower than the City at 24 percent and the County at 23 percent. 

 
Per capita income of Project Area households is much lower compared to the City of 
Long Beach and the County of Los Angeles.  At $15,063 in 1999, the Project Area per 
capita income represents only 69 percent of the City per capita income of $21,964 and 
67 percent of the County per capita income of $22,670 (Figure 3). 

 
The income of Project Area residents has a significant impact on Project Area 
conditions.  The limited income of Project Area homeowners suggests that residents 
have little if any disposable income to maintain or improve their properties.  Furthermore, 
affordable housing may be obtainable only as a result of households doubling up, which 
is very likely since overcrowding does occur, as discussed later.  Also, it is difficult to 
attract businesses and retailers to areas where disposable income is minimal. 

 
The number of housing units in the Project Area slightly decreased by 176 units between 
1990 and 1999, representing a decrease of less than 1 percent during this period.  In 
comparison, the City had an increase of 1 percent and the County had an increase of 6 
percent over the same time period.  The 1 percent housing unit decrease in the Project 
Area, it is extremely important considering the population growth during the same time 
period of 13 percent, which creates a higher average persons per household rate and, in 
turn, creates overcrowding situations.  The slow growth in the number of housing units in 
relation to population during this period can be attributable to a lack of suitable and 
affordable land for housing for households with very low and low-income and a lack of 
investment in the area because of its marginal economic and physical condition.  The 
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majority of Project Area housing units in both 1990 and 1999 were renter occupied.  In 
1999 close to 76 percent of Project Area housing units were renter occupied.  These 
figures are significantly higher than housing units citywide, with 58 percent, or 
countywide with 49 percent.  Conversely, a smaller percentage of housing units in the 
Project Area are owner-occupied compared to the City or the County.   

 
The average household size, or persons per household, is much larger for the Project 
Area than for the City and the County.  A large household size may be the result of 
families doubling up to make housing affordable.  The Project Area has a 1999 average 
household size of 3.14 persons, higher than the 2.68 for the City and higher than the 
3.00 for the County (see Figure 3).  The average household size in the Project Area 
increased from 1990 to 1999 by almost 13 percent, more than four times the rate when 
compared to the City and three times the rate when compared to the County with an 
increase of 3 percent and approximately 4 percent, respectively.  The large increase in 
the household size of Project Area households indicate several conditions including 
large population growth, larger families, more overcrowding, limited housing 
opportunities, or a combination of all of these factors. 
 

2.  Existing Uses 
 

The proposed Project Area primarily consists of residential, commercial, industrial and 
public/quasi-public land uses.  Table 2 shows the breakdown of acreage and parcels for 
each of the identified existing land uses.  Approximately 70 percent of the parcels and 32 
percent of the acreage are residential of which the vast majority are multi-family 
dwellings.  Commercial land uses consists of 17 percent of the parcels and 13 percent of 
the acreage within the Project Area.  Public/quasi-public land uses consist of 3 percent 
of the parcels and 10 percent of the acreage within the Project Area.  Industrial uses 
represent approximately 2 percent of the parcels and 4 percent of the acreage within the 
Project Area.  The remainder of the Project Area consists of a combination of vacant 
land and public rights-of-way (Figure 4 shows the location of the existing land uses). 
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3.  Urbanization Status of the Project Area  
 

As defined in Section 33320.1 of the CRL, to qualify as a redevelopment project an area 
must be both blighted and urbanized.   
 
Predominately urbanized means that not less than 80 percent of the land in the Project 
Area: 

 
1. Has been or is developed for urban uses; or 
2. Is characterized by lots of irregular shape and inadequate size under multiple 

ownership; or  
3. Is an integral part of one or more areas developed for urban uses, which are 

surrounded or substantially surrounded by parcels, which have been or are 
developed for urban uses. 

 
In order for a project area to qualify as being predominantly urbanized, it must meet at 
least one of the above three conditions. 
 
An analysis of the land use, conditions, and acreage of the Project Area demonstrates 
that the area qualifies as predominately urbanized under criterion 1, 2 and 3 stated 
above.  All properties within the Project Area are an integral part of an area developed 
for urban uses.  The Project Area is encompassed by urbanized areas within the City of 
Long Beach. 

 

TABLE 2 – Existing Land Use Acreage and Parcels
  Net Acreage1  Parcels   
  
Predominant Existing 
Land Use 

 
            

No. 

 
% 

 
      No. 

 
        

% 

  

 Residential    
 Single-Family 277.89 10.6  2,446 28.0   
  Multi-Family 3 561.95 21.5  3,695 42.3   
         Subtotal 839.84 32.1  6,141 70.3   
 Commercial 347.24 13.3  1,487 17.0   
 Industrial 110.75 4.2  217 2.5   
 Public/Quasi-Public 4 267.14 10.2 245 2.8   
 Vacant  122.70 4.7 655 7.4   
 Public Rights-of-W ay  930.23 35.5 N/A N/A   
         Total 2,617.9 100.0 8,745 100.0   

1 Net acreage excludes streets and other public right-of-way. 
2Includes private residential driveways, yards and related parking. 
3Includes related parking. 
4Includes churches, parks, schools, community center and community organization meeting halls. 
 
Source: MetroScan, April 2000. 
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Figure 5 identifies parcels that are of irregular shape and inadequate size and under 
multiple ownership (CRL Section 33031(a)(4)).  Figure 5 also identifies all of the vacant 
parcels within the Project Area. 
 
The urbanization analysis summarized in the table below and organized pursuant to 
CRL Section 33320.1 (c). 
 
A summary table of the above categories of land use is provided below: 
 
 

URBANIZATION ANALYSIS 
 Acres %
Total number of Acres in the Project Area 2,617.9 100%

Total Number of Acres Characterized by the Existence Of Subdivided 
Lots of Irregular Form and Shape and Inadequate Size for Proper 
Usefulness and Development that are in Multiple Ownership. 
 

338.602 12.9%

Total Number of Acres in Agricultural Use 
 

          0 0%

Total Number of Acres that is an Integral Part of an Area Developed 
for Urban Uses (vacant land) 
 

2,617.9 100%

Vacant Land 
 

122.703 4.7%

Percent of Property That is Predominantly Urbanized 2,617.9 100%
 
The Project Area contains a total of approximately 2,617.9 acres of land, categorized in 
various land uses, including residential, commercial, industrial and public/quasi-public 
facilities.  The analysis above demonstrates that 100 percent (or 2,617.9 acres) of 
property in the Project Area is predominantly urbanized.  Thus, the Project Area meets 
the urbanization criteria as defined by section 33320.1. 
 
 

 
2 Approximately 3,643 parcels within the Project Area consisting of 338.6 acres are considered of 
inadequate size (less than 6,000 square feet) and are in multiple ownership. 
3 There are 655 vacant parcels consisting of 122.70 acres located throughout the Project Area (see 
Figure 5).  All of the parcels are considered an integral part of an area developed for urban land uses 
because each parcel is completely surrounded by urban uses.   
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Note: 202 parcels (2% of Project Area) are missing landuse data from Metroscan.
Source: Metroscan (1999-00)

1
Public properties include churches, schools, recreational clubs, cemetery,
hospitals, and miscellaneous government land and utilities.

Source: Metroscan (1999-00)

1
Urbanized uses include residential, commercial, industrial, and public uses.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc
Filename: InadeqSz.ai; 09/11/00

Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project

FIGURE 5

This map was prepared for illustrative purposes only and is not
necessarily to scale,  nor should it be used to ascertain precise distances.

Irregular Shape, Inadequate Sized Parcels and
Parcels Integral to an Urbanized Area

LEGEND

Project Area Boundary
Urbanized parcels
Inadequate sized parcels
(<6000 sq.ft. under multiple
ownership) & irregular shape
parcels
Vacant land integral to an 
urbanized area
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4.   Blighted Area Defined  
 

For an area to be included in a redevelopment project it must be characterized by a 
combination of blighting conditions which are so prevalent and substantial that it causes a 
reduction of, or lack of, proper utilization of the area to such an extent that it constitutes a 
serious physical and economic burden on the community which cannot reasonably be 
expected to be reversed or alleviated by private enterprise or governmental action, or both, 
without redevelopment.  
 

More specifically the Project Area must be characterized by one or more physical and one or 
more economic blighting characteristics as defined in Sections 33030 and 33031 of the CRL 
and repeated below. 
 

Physical Blighting Characteristics 
 

1. Buildings in which it is unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live or work.  Serious 
building code violations, dilapidation and deterioration, defective design or 
physical construction, faulty or inadequate utilities, or similar factors can cause 
these conditions. 
 

2 Factors that prevent or substantially hinder the economically viable use or 
capacity of buildings or lots.  This condition can be caused by substandard 
design, inadequate building size given present standards and market conditions, 
lack of parking, or other similar factors. 
 

3 Adjacent or nearby uses that are incompatible with each other and which prevent 
the economic development of those parcels or other portions of the project area. 
 

4. The existence of subdivided lots of irregular form and shape and inadequate size 
for proper usefulness and development that are in multiple ownership. 
 

 
Economic Blighting Characteristics 

 
1. Depreciated or stagnant property values or impaired investments, including but 

not necessarily limited to, those properties containing hazardous wastes that 
require the use of agency authority. 
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2. Abnormally high business vacancies, abnormally low lease rates, high turnover 
rates, abandoned buildings, or excessive vacant lots within an area developed 
for urban use and served by utilities. 
 

3. A lack of necessary commercial facilities that are normally found in 
neighborhoods, including grocery stores, drug stores, and banks and other 
lending institutions. 
 

4. Residential overcrowding or an excess of bars, liquor stores, or businesses that 
cater exclusively to adults that has led to problems of public safety and welfare. 
 

5. A high crime rate that constitutes a serious threat to the public safety and 
welfare. 

 
5.  Field Survey Methodology  
 

The discussion in the following sections regarding the existing blighting conditions within 
the Project Area is in part based upon a block-by-block field survey conducted by KMA 
which is supplemented by secondary data.  The purpose of the field survey was to 
determine the general location, prevalence and type of physical characteristics impacting 
the Project Area as outlined in the CRL.   

 
The block-by-block field survey consisted of evaluating the existing condition of the 
exterior portion of each primary structure located within a block, as well as various 
conditions of the sites and buildings which effect their livability and economic viability.  
Also documented were visible indicators of a high crime rate such as the existence of 
graffiti and structures containing barred windows and doors.   

 
The different blighting conditions as described above were tallied per block on the field 
survey form list (see Appendix A) based upon the number of each blighting incidence that 
was exhibited.  The criteria for evaluating building and site conditions is provided in Appendix 
B.  Within the Project Area there are a total of 464 blocks.   

  
6.  Blight Methodology Criteria 
 

To indicate prevalence, the blighting conditions are reported as a percentage of the total 
parcels that comprise a typical block.  Most of the blocks consisted of approximately 20 
properties.  Therefore, for purposes of reporting the findings of the field survey, it is 
assumed that all blocks contain 20 parcels.  As an example, if there were four (4) 
incidences of deteriorated or dilapidated structures 20 percent of the block was 
considered deteriorated or dilapidated.  Some blocks exhibit a concentration of a specific 
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type of physical blighting condition, which alone substantially impacts the area.  In other 
instances, if a block contains various types of blight as described in CRL Section 33031 
but no predominate type of blight, then the sum of the various blighting conditions has a 
cumulative impact on adjacent areas.  For example, if a block composed of 20 parcels, 
which is the average number of parcels per block in the Project Area, exhibited two 
incidences each of deteriorated structures, graffiti, site conditions, obsolescence and 
incompatible land uses, then that particular block would be impacted due to the 
cumulative amount of blight that is within the block.  Therefore, for the purpose of this 
Report, and as described below, any block that contains 10 or more total incidences of 
blighting conditions (assumed to be 50 percent of the properties) will be considered 
substantially blighted.  The following describes the breakdown of the categories used 
within this Report for determining whether a particular block contained significant 
blighting conditions:  

   
Limited Blighting Conditions – This designation applies if the total number of properties 
of a block contains 10 percent or less of a particular blighting condition or 20 percent of 
the sum of multiple blighting conditions.  For example, a block that contains 20 
properties and exhibits two incidences of a specific blighting condition (i.e., structural 
deterioration) or four instances of multiple blighting conditions would fall into this 
category.  While the blighting conditions are not predominating within this block, when 
contiguous to other blocks with blighting conditions contributes to the overall decline of 
the Project Area as a whole.    
 
Moderate Blighting Conditions – This designation applies if the total number of 
properties of a block contains between 11-19 percent of a particular blighting condition 
or between 25-49 percent of the sum of multiple blighting conditions.  For example, a 
block that contains 20 properties and exhibits three incidences of a particular blighting 
condition or between five and nine instances of multiple blighting conditions would fall 
into this category.  This blighting condition is prevalent within this block and its existence 
contributes to the overall decline of the Project Area as a whole.     
 
Substantial Blighting Conditions – This designation applies if the total number of 
properties of a block contains at least 20 percent or more of a particular blighting 
condition or 50 percent of the sum of multiple blighting conditions.  For example, a block 
that contains 20 properties and exhibits four incidences of a particular blighting condition 
or ten instances of multiple blighting conditions would fall into this category.  This 
blighting condition is prevalent within this block and its existence contributes to the 
overall decline of the Project Area as a whole. 
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Figure 6 shows a compilation of all of the blighting conditions that occur per block within 
the Project Area that meet the criteria of either moderately blighted or substantially 
blighted as described above.  A summary of the pertinent physical and economic 
blighting conditions and infrastructure deficiencies impacting the Project Area are 
summarized in Table 3 on the following pages.  As stated in Table 3 and shown on 
Figure 7, 301 of the 464 blocks within the Project Area or 65 percent contain 10 or more 
incidences of blighting conditions. 
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ay >=20% characterized by defective site conditions

>=20% characterized by obsolescent conditions

>=70% of buildings have barred windows

>=20% characterized by defective design characteristics

Deteriorated and dilapidated buildings

Inadequate parking

2 or more incompatible land uses

20% of parcels are of inadequate size or irregular shape

20% of single family homes are inadequate in size 

BLIGHTING CONDITIONS PER BLOCK

1

2

 3

 4

1
2
 3
 4
5
6	

Site conditions include conditions such as weeds/overgrown vegetation, open storage, abandoned vehicle, exposed equipment, litter/debris, and graffiti.
Examples of obsolescence include faulty/inadequate building layout, inadequate building size, inadequate design, and poor building access.
Examples of defective design include faulty addition/alterations, poor materials and/or construction, and garage conversions.
Inadequate parking includes no on-site parking, insufficient number of spaces, poor parking accessibility and inadequate layout/design.
Inadequate parcel size includes parcels less than 6,000 sq. ft.
Inadequate single family home size includes those buildings less than 700 sq. ft.

5

6

Source: KMA Field Survey, May-June 2000

4
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc
Filename: Composite Blight.ai; 09/12/00; cb

Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project

COMPOSITE BLIGHT MAPFIGURE 6

This map was prepared for illustrative purposes only and is not
necessarily to scale,  nor should it be used to ascertain precise distances.
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TABLE 3 – Summary of Blighting Conditions 
BLIGHTING CONDITIONS PHYSICAL1 PROJECT AREA IMPACT 

Deterioration & Dilapidation 

91 blocks (20%) are moderately to substantially impacted by deteriorated or dilapidated 
structure(s).  In addition, 361 blocks (78%) are moderately to substantially impacted by 
structures that exhibit deferred maintenance. 
 

Defective Design or Physical Construction 

134 blocks (29%) are moderately to substantially impacted by residential homes that 
contain faulty alterations such as illegal garage conversions, evidenced by characteristics 
of inadequate ventilation and light, or the use of faulty materials. 
 

Building Code Violations 

The City of Long Beach has issued 6,707 code violations in the Project Area since 1995, 
including 1,592 violations in 1999.  This represents 42 percent of the total building code 
violations within the City as a whole. 
 

 
Exposed Utilities 

198 blocks (43%) contain structures exhibiting exposed utilities including electrical wiring 
and exterior plumbing. 
 

Obsolescence/Substandard Design and 
Inadequate Building Size 

186 blocks (40%) contain residential, commercial and industrial buildings that do not 
meet present market standards and are considered obsolete as evidenced by inadequate 
sized buildings and lack of adequate off-street parking facilities.  Approximately 2,072 
single-family units or 86.7% of the single-family units in the Project Area are less than 
1,700 square feet in size, which is the average size for units built after 1970.  Inadequate 
building size combined with a higher than household average size has resulted in 
overcrowding conditions. 
 

Incompatible Uses 
There are approximately 191 blocks (41%) containing incompatible industrial and 
commercial land uses impacting residential properties.    
 

Lots of Irregular Shape and Inadequate Size 

42% of all the parcels in the Project Area are less than 6,000 square feet in size, which is 
the size of standard lot for a single-family home. An average of 73% of all the commercial 
designated parcels along Long Beach Boulevard, Atlantic Avenue, PCH, and Anaheim 
Street are less than 10,000 square feet which is the standard lot size requirement.   
 

Project Area Overall 
 

301 of the 464 blocks within the Project Area (65%) contain 10 or more incidences of 
physical blighting conditions. 
 

ECONOMIC 

Depreciated or Stagnant Property Values 

The Project Area has had an overall decrease of three percent in assessed property 
value since 1994 compared to an increase of six percent for the City.  The median single-
family house sales price in the Project Area is 27% lower than citywide and since 1992 
housing values in the Project Area have decreased by 6% compared to a 2% decrease 
citywide.  The Project Area has an average taxable sales rate per capita of $3,377 which 
is 40% lower than City and 64% lower than County. 
 

 
Site Conditions 

332 blocks (71%) contain properties that exhibit poor site conditions including abandon 
vehicles, overgrown vegetation, and trash and debris, which is an indicator of impaired 
investments. 
 

Commercial Vacancies/Low Lease Rates 

119 blocks (26%) contain commercial or industrial buildings that are vacant.  Lease rates 
for commercial and industrial properties within the Project Area are 49 and 50 percent 
lower than other parts of the City. 
 

High Crime Rate Almost 50% of all violent crimes within the City occur within the Project Area.  379 blocks 
(81%) contain structures with barred windows.  313 blocks (67%) contain properties that 
exhibit graffiti. 
 

Overcrowding Within the Project Area 16 of the 21 census tracts are at least 20% overcrowded.  The 
Project Area has a higher household average in 18 of 21 census tracts analyzed in the 
Project Area then the average household size for the City as a whole.   

Infrastructure Deficiencies 
The road system in the Project Area is deteriorating and in some areas lacks curbs, 
gutters and street lighting.  Other infrastructure deficiencies include unimproved alleys, 
parking deficiencies and overhead utilities.  It is estimated that approximately $89.3 
million will be used on infrastructure improvements. 

 1 The physical blighting conditions (i.e., deterioration and dilapidation) are defined in Appendix B  
   (Field Survey Evaluation Criteria). 
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc
Filename: BlightInstances.ai; 09/20/00

This map was prepared for illustrative purposes only and is not
necessarily to scale,  nor should it be used to ascertain precise distances.

Source: KMA Field Survey, June-July 2000

Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project

BLIGHT INSTANCES BY BLOCKFIGURE 7

Project Area Boundary
0-20% (limited blight)
21-49% (moderately blighted)
50-100% (substantially blighted)

BLIGHT INSTANCES
BY BLOCK

1

1Blighting instances include inadequately sized or irregular shaped parcels, deferred to dilapidated buildings, defective design, obsolescence, commercial 
vacancies, poor site conditions, lack of parking, graffiti, incompatible landuses, exposed utilities and inadequately sized single family homes.

No Blocks % Blighted
65 50-59%
48 60-69%
49 70-79%
27 80-89%
26 90-99%
86 100%
301 TOTAL

Substantially Blighted Blocks
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B. PHYSICAL CONDITIONS THAT CAUSE BLIGHT 
 
1.   Buildings in Which it is Unsafe or Unhealthy for Persons to Live or Work 
 

By definition as set forth by the CRL, buildings which are considered unsafe or unhealthy 
for persons to live or work include those which exhibit defective design or physical 
construction, serious code violations, deterioration and dilapidation, faulty or inadequate 
utilities or other unsafe conditions which pose a threat to the health and safety of user or 
occupants. 

 
a.  Defective Design and Physical Construction 

 
Defective design or physical construction of buildings generally refers to a variety of 
conditions related to buildings or their additions, which do not meet acceptable and 
common standards/practices for building design and construction.  These conditions 
typically include faulty additions, substandard construction, use of inappropriate building 
materials, faulty utilities, deficient light and ventilation, and other similar characteristics. 
 
Based upon the field survey, 134 of 464 blocks (29%) within the Project Area contain a 
minimum of 10 percent of the structures that are characterized by this blighting 
condition.  Figure 8 shows the blocks located within the Project Area containing between 
10 and 85 percent of the structures that are of defective design and physical 
construction.  The highest concentration of structures exhibiting defective design and 
physical construction as shown on Figure 8 are located south of Willow Street between 
Santa Fe Avenue and Delta Avenue; south of Anaheim Street between Loma Vista Drive 
and Cedar Avenue; north of 7th Street between Alamitos Avenue and Orange Avenue; 
and along Pacific Coast Highway between Atlantic Avenue and Orange Avenue. 

 
Single-family garage conversions are the most common elements of defective design 
found in the Project Area as illustrated on Plate 1 in Appendix C.  Garages that have 
been converted to living space often are not built to modern building standards.  These 
conversions do not appear to have adequate light and ventilation and are not typically 
equipped with proper utilities, including heating or electricity.  Furthermore, garage 
conversions are an indication of overcrowding conditions within an area.  With a higher 
average household size and inadequate sized residential dwelling units, homeowners 
are inclined to convert their garages into additional space in order to accommodate a 
higher household population.  As previously mentioned, 18 of 21 census tracts analyzed 
in the Project Area had higher household sizes than the City as a whole and 
approximately 46 percent of the single-family units in the Project are less then 1,100 
square feet which is significantly less than present market standards.  Furthermore, 
these conversions also cause vehicle circulation problems.  Where these conversions 
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This map was prepared for illustrative purposes only and is not
necessarily to scale,  nor should it be used to ascertain precise distances.

Source: KMA Field Survey, June-July 2000
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DEFECTIVE DESIGN & PHYSICAL CONSTRUCTIONFIGURE 8

Project Area Boundary
10-19%
20-85% 

DEFECTIVE DESIGN BY BLOCK
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take place, the on-site parking is significantly reduced, often to the point where street 
parking is impacted.  In the Project Area, many houses with garage conversions and 
narrow driveways resort to parking as many as three or four cars in their yards and in the 
streets in front of their house.  Furthermore, the streets in portions of the Project Area 
are narrow, which further limits the vehicle circulation and available parking in the 
neighborhoods.  As an example, there are numerous one-way streets in residential 
areas between 7th and 10th Streets east of Alamitos Avenue.  Due to the narrowness of 
the streets, these streets only provide on-street parking on one side of the street. 

 
In addition to garage conversions, many current or former owners within the Project Area 
have structurally modified their buildings in some form, particularly with newer additions.  
Some of these modifications and additions appear to be “bootlegged”, in that proper 
permit and building code requirements and standards have not been followed.  Many of 
these have been constructed with little regard to integrating the addition with the design 
of the, original structure and are typically constructed from poor or improperly used 
materials.  Plate 5 shows examples of structures built with low grade, “scrap”, or faulty 
materials.  Plate 6 shows poorly integrated additions and faulty construction.  Such 
structures present health and safety hazards because construction with inappropriate 
materials is more likely to cause a structure to deteriorate, leak, sag and possibly 
collapse.  Based upon building code information provided by the City, approximately 148 
violations have been reported within the Project Area since 1995 regarding faulty 
modifications and additions.  These types of faulty structures are prevalent in areas 
containing higher density, mixed use and older single-family areas which include the 
residential areas along Anaheim Street between Orange Avenue and Redondo Avenue; 
along Pacific Coast Highway between Atlantic Avenue and Sherman Place; along 
Alamitos Avenue between 5th and 10th Streets; and along Long Beach Boulevard 
between Spring Street and 27th Street. 

 
Bootlegged additions, which do not meet building and other construction standards, may 
represent a serious impediment to reinvestment because potential buyers are reluctant 
to purchase a property that has not been improved through proper construction and 
permit procedures. 
 
Exterior plumbing and electrical utility systems are another example of defective design.  
Many Project Area buildings have exterior plumbing and electrical systems, as illustrated 
in the examples shown on Plates 2, 3 and 4 in Appendix C.  Exterior wiring and 
plumbing fixtures are a potential safety hazard because of age, location, and the 
possibility that they do not meet modern code standards.  Exterior electrical and 
plumbing systems are subject to damage because of weather conditions such as salt air 
which could corrode pipe and electrical wire casing, thereby causing water leakage, 
damage, or fire hazard.  Exterior utilities are also exposed to accidental dislocation or 
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vandalism.  Within the Project Area, approximately 1,232 utility-related building code 
violations have been reported in the past five years.  Furthermore, based upon the field 
survey, 198 of 464 blocks within the Project Area contain structures that contain 
exposed utilities.  The primary locations of this type of incidences occurred in older 
commercial and residential areas, which include Willow Street west of the 710 Freeway; 
along Alamitos Avenue between 6th and 10th Streets; and along Pacific Coast Highway 
between Atlantic Avenue and Cherry Avenue. 
 

b.  Building Code Violations  
 

The City of Long Beach Code Enforcement Department issues building code violations 
for the Project Area and the City of Long Beach as a whole.  Code violation inspections 
are conducted when a business, resident or property owner files a complaint regarding a 
nuisance or substandard condition on a property.  The City does not have sufficient staff 
to proactively inspect all sites for violations.  Therefore, the number of violations reported 
or inspected is likely an under-representation of the total code violations.  Also, the vast 
majority of complaints are from residents regarding violations on adjoining residential 
properties, so there is little information on potential commercial and industrial code 
violations. 
 
Based on data collected by the City since 1995 (1995-1999), there have been 6,707 
code violations issued in the Project Area (Table 4).  Primarily, these building code 
violations address property maintenance, substandard buildings, substandard 
conditions, zone enforcement, and special cases.  Property maintenance cases are 
defined as properties containing trash, abandoned vehicles, and graffiti.  Special cases 
are defined as structures that contain room additions or alterations without obtaining a 
permit.  Substantial building cases are defined as buildings that are deteriorating or 
hazardous.  Substandard conditions are defined as structures containing ceilings or 
floors that are in disrepair.  Finally, zoning enforcement cases are defined as structures 
that contain garage conversions or the operation of a business from the garage.  From 
1995 to 1999, building code violations have increased by 46 percent from 1,088 in 1995 
to 1,592 in 1999.  Of this overall increase, property maintenance increased by 136 
percent, and substandard conditions increased by 28 percent increase.  In that same 
time period, special cases decreased by 29 percent, substandard buildings decreased 
by 32 percent and zone enforcement by 3 percent.  Property maintenance violations 
represent 51 percent of the total building code violations with substandard building 
representing 18 percent.  Special cases violation at 2 percent represent the smallest 
portion of the building code violations.  The data shown in Table 4 does not necessarily 
represent all violations present in the area. For example, the field survey conducted by 
KMA in May and June of 2000 found a total of 672 incidences of properties containing 
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abandoned vehicles, litter and debris.  The incidences are located throughout the Project 
Area with no area predominating.  
 

TABLE 4 – Building Code Violations Within the Project Area 

 
 
When building code violations within the Project Area are compared with the City as a 
whole, there is significant evidence that building code violations occur more frequently in 
the Project Area than in the City.  For instance, in 1999 the City had a total of 3,751 
building code violations of which the Project Area represented 42 percent of those 
reported violations.  Specifically, 44 percent of the citywide property maintenance 
violations; 54 percent of the citywide substantial building violations; and 48 percent of 
the substandard condition violations occur within the Project Area, which represents a 
significant rate when compared proportionately to the Project Area’s population and size 
as a part of the City.  For example, the City encompasses approximately 32,000 acres, 
which amounts to .12 building code violations per acre.  The Project Area encompasses 
2,618 acres, which amounts to approximately .61 building code violations per acre.  
Furthermore, the City contains approximately 105,000 parcels, which amounts to 28.0 
parcels per code violation.  In comparison, the Project Area contains approximately 
8,745 parcels, which amounts to 5.5 parcels per code violation.  Thus, building code 
violations occur at a higher rate within the Project Area than the City as a whole. 
 
It should be noted that many of the sites where code violations were noted were 
situations in which the code violations were an extreme health and safety issue.  In more 
than one circumstance, buildings were altered to a point that the structural integrity of 
the building is lost thereby, creating an unsafe living environment.  Other examples of 
code violations include excessive trash and debris, illegal additions, and illegal 
commercial businesses including auto repair and sales on residential property. 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 % Increase 1995-1999

Property Maintenance 411 718 655 648 971          136%
Special Cases 24 34 24 49 17            -29%
Substandard Building 272 272 286 218 184          -32%
Substandard Conditions 160 184 221 225 205          28%
Zone Enforcement 221 168 178 147 215          -3%

TOTALS: 1,088        1,376      1,364      1,287     1,592     46%

Source: 1999 City of Long Beach, Department of Planning & Building, Development Services
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c.  Structural Deterioration and Dilapidation 
 
As previously stated, the field survey consisted of evaluating the exterior of the buildings 
from the street or public right-of-way on a block-by-block basis.  Each structure was 
surveyed to determine the number of buildings showing signs of deferred maintenance, 
buildings in need of moderate maintenance (structural deterioration), and buildings in 
need of extensive maintenance (structural dilapidation).  The buildings identified as 
needing minor repairs or exhibited deferred maintenance, needed improvements such 
as paint; replacement of a few broken windows, and repair of doors and doorframes; 
buildings identified as major repair or structural deterioration needed maintenance 
involving such improvements as a new roof, exterior siding or stucco repair/or 
replacement, minor foundation repairs, etc.; and buildings identified as needing 
extensive rehabilitation were in need of major structural repair such as reconstruction of 
exterior walls and major foundation repair. 
 
Based upon the field survey, 91 of 464 blocks (20%) within the Project Area contain a 
moderate or substantial number of deteriorated or dilapidated structures.  Most of the 
deteriorated or dilapidated structures are located primarily in the central portion of the 
Project Area along commercial corridors including Long Beach Boulevard, Pacific Coast 
Highway and Atlantic Avenue.  Deteriorated and dilapidated structures are also present 
in residential neighborhoods located along Willow Street, Burnett Street, Pine Avenue, 
Locust Street, 19th and 20th Streets.  Examples of typical deteriorated or dilapidated 
structures are shown in Plates 7 through 16 in Appendix C.  Furthermore, a significant 
amount of the buildings within the Project Area exhibit deferred maintenance which 
when combined with other blighting conditions results in an overall blighted condition of 
that area.  Based upon the field survey, 361 of 464 blocks (78%) within the Project Area 
contain structures that exhibit deferred maintenance.  Figure 9 shows the blocks that 
contain between 10 and 60 percent of the structures that are either deteriorated or 
dilapidated or exhibit deferred maintenance. 
 
The condition of the building stock is a direct indicator of neighborhood deterioration and 
a reflection of the underlying market conditions, which contribute to the process of 
deterioration.  As discussed later in this Report, the average sales price for single-family 
dwelling units in the Project Area is 27 percent lower than citywide.  Furthermore, the 
assessed values within the Project Area have decreased by an overall 3 percent since 
1994.  During the same time period, the assessed values for the City as a whole have 
increased by more than 6 percent.  The Project Area is characterized by the existence of 
buildings and structures that are in varying states of deterioration, are obsolete, and in 
certain cases, are unfit or unsafe to occupy due to the factors described below and 
illustrated in part by the photographs appearing on Plates 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 15 in 
Appendix C.  The presence and persistence of these conditions reflects a lack of 
interest, unwillingness or inability of property owners to maintain or improve their 
properties.  
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Without intervention, the process of deterioration is self-perpetuating.  The presence of 
properties exhibiting signs of deterioration deters owners of neighboring properties from 
improving or maintaining their properties. This may be the case if owners feel that any 
benefits, which may accrue to their properties from routine maintenance, will be 
diminished or lost because of the poor conditions of surrounding properties.  Thus, when 
deteriorating conditions are prevalent throughout an area, it is difficult for a properly 
maintained property to attract a buyer because the overall condition of the area sends a 
message to potential investors of property owner indifference.  Property owners thus run 
the risk of property value loss when deteriorating conditions are permitted to persist.   
 

2.  Factors that Prevent or Substantially Hinder the Economic Viable Use or 
Capacity of Buildings or Lots 
 

a.  Age and Obsolescence/Substandard Design 
 

The term “substandard design” refers to building or property conditions that are less than 
standard in modern real estate markets because of a series of design features 
considered ill-functional for the type of use for which they serve.  These conditions 
prevent or substantially hinder the economically viable use of parcels and contributes to 
obsolescence in facilities.  In turn, these conditions discourage investment by property 
owners to modernize and improve their property.  As previously stated, the City has 
issued approximately 1,232 building code violations from 1995 – 1999 regarding 
substandard design which represents approximately 18 percent of the total violations 
issued in the Project Area.  In 1999, 54 percent of this type of violation within the City as 
a whole occurred in the Project Area. 

 
Frequently without expansion and modernization a consequence of age is 
obsolescence.  The age of buildings within an area can indicate, in part, the level of 
reinvestment within the area. For example, an area in demand will often have a large 
proportion of newer buildings as reinvestment and intensification take place.  
 
Table 5 presents data on the age of buildings in the Project Area for which construction 
date information is available.  The Project Area building stock contains a large proportion 
of buildings, 51 percent, built prior to 1950.  The peak period of building in the Project 
Area appears to have been from 1920-29 when 23 percent of all structures were built.  
Records indicate that another 1,578 buildings, or approximately 15 percent were built 
prior to this time.  About 29 percent of the buildings were built between 1940 and 1969 
and 27 percent were built since 1970.  This data is consistent with the findings of the 
field survey, which indicate that 186 of 464 blocks or 40 percent of the blocks contained 
a significant number (+10%) that were obsolete.  Furthermore, age and obsolescence 
have an impact on median sales prices, which are consistently below that for the City as 
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a whole.  Median sales price for homes in the Project Area ranges between roughly 22 
to 28 percent below the median for the City as a whole.  Most of the homes sold in the 
Project Area were constructed before 1950.  The average construction year ranges from 
1925 to 1931, which suggests that the housing in the Project Area is among the oldest in 
the City.  This price differential is consistent with the fact that much of the housing in the 
Project Area represents older, obsolete and more deteriorated housing in the City. 

 
Older commercial and industrial facilities may have their usefulness or economic viability 
diminished as competing newer more efficiently designed, buildings or developments are 
constructed.  Obsolete buildings quickly lose their appeal as market conditions and 
consumer preferences change, or as factors important to the function for which the 
buildings were designed change.  Such buildings become, in effect obsolete in terms of 
their original function or purposes.  Figure 10 shows the location of blocks within the 
Project Area containing between 10 and 35 percent of the structures that are considered 
obsolete.  Most of the structures exhibiting obsolescence consist of commercial and 
industrial buildings located along or near Long Beach Boulevard, Pacific Coast Highway, 
Pacific Avenue, Anaheim Street, Atlantic Avenue and Daisy Avenue.  In total, 88 percent 
of all incidences of obsolescence were identified along commercial corridors and in 
industrial areas. 

 
TABLE 5 - Number of Buildings Built Per Decade Within the Project Area 
 

 
The most prominent example of age and obsolescence is along Long Beach Boulevard, 
where automobile dealerships once thrived and have now become obsolete.  The 
modern concept of automobile centers or malls, where several car dealers are grouped 
together within a relatively compact and architecturally uniform environment, has nearly  

Year Built No of Bldgs Percent of Total Bldgs

1901-1909 486                      4.5%
1910-1919 1,092                   10.0%
1920-1929 2,518                   23.1%
1930-1939 626                      5.8%
1940-1949 843                      7.8%
1950-1959 1,261                   11.6%
1960-1969 1,065                   9.8%
1970-1979 591                      5.4%
1980-1989 1,523                   14.0%
1990-2000 872                      8.0%

10,877                 100.0%

* Does not include parcels either without any structures or for which no structural
age is available.
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revolutionized the way that cars are marketed.  Consumers prefer these modern auto 
malls because they are easy to get to (adjacent to major highways or freeways, usually  
with freeway-visibility); they are easy to get around in (often by walking); they permit a 
comparison of choices with minimal driving; and they are generally more attractive and 
pleasant places than stand-alone dealerships.  A concentration of dealers in an auto 
center allows advertising costs to be pooled, and theft and vandalism to be deterred. 
 
Long Beach Boulevard, in contrast, possesses few if any of the characteristics common 
to auto malls.  The former automobile dealerships sites are now occupied by used car 
dealerships, other automobile related businesses, and other types of businesses or 
stand vacant.  Plates 17 and 18 provide examples of structures, which were once 
occupied by automobile dealerships, but because of changing standards, are no longer 
used for such purposes and are now obsolete.  Over 20 car dealerships have since 
moved from Long Beach Boulevard to other locations since 1985. 
 
Other portions of the Project Area exhibit characteristics of age and obsolescence as 
well.  Pacific Avenue is an outdated commercial strip.  Like many older retail streets, 
commercial outlets are constructed at or near all property lines.  Because the structure 
covers most if not all of the property, off-street parking is prohibited.  Approximately 23 of 
the 42 blocks, or 55 percent, along Pacific Avenue contain between 10 and 35 percent of 
structures that are considered obsolete.  Atlantic Avenue, Anaheim Street and Pacific 
Coast Highway, among other commercial areas in the Project Area, are also outdated 
commercial strips with no off-street parking and outdated commercial outlet design.  
Approximately 42 percent of the blocks along Atlantic Avenue, 49 percent of the blocks 
along Anaheim Street, and 66 percent of the blocks along Pacific Coast Highway contain 
between 10 and 35 percent of buildings that are considered obsolete.  Based upon 
industry standards for commercial developments, a typical neighborhood strip mall (no 
anchor tenants) would require 30,000 square feet of building space and a parcel of at 
least 1.9 acres in size, while a family type restaurant would require an 8,000 square feet 
building and 0.75 acre parcel.  Clearly, a significant portion of the commercial parcels 
located along these throughfares do not meet industry standards.  Plates 19 and 20 in 
Appendix C are examples of obsolete commercial design.  Because these outlets do not 
have the coordinated design, efficient parking, and ease of access that more modern 
facilities have they are obsolete in comparison. 
 
The industrial properties along Daisy Avenue, W. 17th Street, W. 15th Street and W. 14th 
Street are also indicative of age and obsolescence.  Approximately 68 percent of the 
blocks are moderately or substantially impacted by structures that are obsolete.  Other 
older industrial buildings located south of Pacific Coast Highway along San Francisco 
and Oregon Avenue and north of Anaheim Avenue along Orizaba Avenue, were typically 
constructed with materials and of designs, which are now inferior given modern 
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standards, especially with respect to provision for adequate light and ventilation.  Most of 
the properties located in these industrial areas contain corrugated metal structures, 
inadequate outdoor storage, lack of sufficient parking and poor site maintenance.  Plates 
21 and 22 are examples of an obsolete industrial design. 

 
In the residential neighborhoods, obsolescence and substandard design is most notable 
in buildings of inadequate size.  For example, new single-family homes typically have at 
a minimum a two-car garage, two bathrooms and three bedrooms.  In contrast much of 
the housing stock in the Project Area which was built prior to World War II has one 
bathroom, two bedrooms and a one car garage if any garage at all.   

 
The average square footage for a single-family home in the Project Area is only 1,214.  
The average square footage of a house built in the Project Area in the 1990s is 1,798 
square feet, and 1,700 for homes built in the 1970s.  As shown in Table 6, approximately 
2,072 single-family units or 87 percent are less than 1,700 square feet in size and do not 
meet present market standard of the typical single-family residential unit with the three 
bedrooms, two bathrooms and a garage.  Furthermore, as shown in Table 6, 
approximately 26 percent of single-family units in the Project Area are less than 900 
square feet and are considered severely inadequate in size.  Plates 23 and 24 in 
Appendix C show examples of inadequately sized residential structures.  As discussed 
later in Part C of this section, the size of the residential dwelling units have a direct 
impact on overcrowding.  Since there is less livable space within a unit and coupled with 
an area that has lower median incomes, individuals will more likely be affected by 
overcrowding conditions.  This is evidenced by the high average household size of 3.14 
compared to the City’s average household size of 2.68.   
 
TABLE 6 – Size of Single-Family Dwelling Units within the Project Area 

  

Sq. Ft. No % of Total 1

<750 328 13.7%

<900 616 25.8%

<1100 1112 46.5%

<1300 1550 64.9%

<1500 1871 78.3%

<1700 2072 86.7%

<1900 2182 91.3%
1 Total single-family buildings assumes one 
residential house per 2,390 parcels in project area.
Source: Metroscan FY 1999-00

Single-Family
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3.  Incompatible Uses  
 

Incompatible land uses that prevent economic development occur when the use or 
activity on a parcel of land negatively affects the economic use and/or development of 
adjacent and surrounding properties.  For example, commercial businesses that wish to 
expand, but are constrained by surrounding residential properties may not be able to 
grow or may choose to relocate to other sites.  Conversely, residential uses adjoining 
commercial uses are often impacted by traffic, noise and reduced privacy, which affects 
property value and viability of the property for residential use.  The latter occurs at 
several locations in the Project Area. 

 
Based upon the field survey, 191 of 464 blocks (41%) within the Project Area contain 
incidents of incompatible adjacent or nearby uses involving residential, commercial and 
industrial uses.  Figure 11 shows the blocks within the Project Area containing between 
10 and 50 percent of incompatible land uses.  Most of the incompatible land use 
incidences are located along major commercial thoroughfares such as Long Beach 
Boulevard, Atlantic Avenue, Pacific Coast Highway, Pacific Avenue and Anaheim Street; 
within the industrial areas along Daisy Avenue and Orizaba Avenue; and in residential 
areas north of E. 31st Street where oil drilling is present.  The nature of the 
incompatibilities is commonly due to residential lots being adjacent to commercial or 
industrial uses.  Industrial uses on Orizaba Avenue (including warehouses, lumber 
supply, maintenance and salvage yards) are adjacent to, and directly across from, 
single-family residential developments.  Long Beach Boulevard, Atlantic Avenue, 
Anaheim Avenue, Alamitos Avenue, and Pacific Coast Highway also contain a number 
of commercial businesses that are adjacent to residential properties.  

 
The close proximity of certain commercial and industrial facilities to residential uses is 
likely to create unhealthy conditions such as excessive noise and fumes. Negative visual 
impacts and other adverse environmental factors associated with mixed character tend 
to reduce property values and are a disincentive to property maintenance and 
investment.  Plate 15 illustrates an example of incompatible uses, most commonly where 
residential uses are located next to more intensive uses such as high activity types of 
commercial uses. 

 
Numerous examples of residential and industrial land use conflicts also exist in the 
northern end of the Project Area, north of Spring Street E. 31st Street and east of Long 
Beach Boulevard where there is a prevalence of oil drilling.  Oil drilling activity near 
residential areas results in adverse visual, noise, and dust impacts.  As shown in Figure 
11, within this portion of the Project Area, 77 percent of the blocks are moderately or 
substantially impacted by oil drilling activity.  Plates 32 and 36 show examples of 
residential use conflicts with oil drilling activity.  Several examples of mixed character 
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residential use conflicts with intensive commercial uses, or general industrial uses, exist 
throughout the Project Area.  Examples of this type of situation are shown on Plates 30, 
31 and 35.  Another example of mixed character is the prevalence of residential uses 
adjacent to liquor stores or bars.  Within the Project Area, there are a total of 24 liquor 
stores or bars, which are prominent along Anaheim Street, Pacific Coast Highway and 
Willow Street.  Finally, a significant amount of the businesses located along the 
commercial corridors are related to auto repair and maintenance, which create severe 
impacts upon the adjacent residential land uses.  Examples of automotive shops next to 
residences are shown on Plates 29, 33 and 34. 

 
4.  Lots of Irregular Shape and Inadequate Size  
 

Appropriate parcel size and dimension is necessary if land is to be effectively utilized.  In 
order for property to be attractive to investors, parcels must be large enough to build a 
structure that not only meets building code standards but also accommodates current 
industry standards.  This also applies well to parcels of relatively large size because of 
their triangular or otherwise odd shape that cannot accommodate the desired structure 
and parking needs.   

 
Economic dislocation, deterioration, or disuse results from the prevalence of irregularly 
formed or shaped lots and the inadequacy of such lots for proper usefulness and 
development.  This situation is commonly the result of historical subdivision and 
development patterns as well as shifting economic trends in the commercial sectors (i.e., 
growth or shifts in the industrial base and/or shifts in the demand for goods and 
services). 

 
Adequate parcel size and dimension are necessary if land is to be effectively developed 
and used.  Certain minimum lot sizes are required not only for code compliance but also 
to make development and redevelopment attractive to investors.  Parcels must be large 
enough to accommodate the building, setback area, parking, and circulation 
requirements of development.  Plate 37 shows an example of how development is 
limited because of shallow or narrow lot sizes.   

 
In accordance with City Zoning Codes, the standard lot size for a single-family home in 
the City of Long Beach is 6,000 square feet.  Throughout the Project Area there are 
3,643 parcels within an area less than 6,000 square feet.  Of these parcels, 
approximately 81 percent are residential uses, 12 percent are commercial uses, and less 
than 1 percent consist of industrial uses.  Given the setback requirements the building lot 
space remaining is approximately half the lot size or less.  This does not allow space to 
develop housing to accommodate average household size and is certainly not large 
enough to accommodate commercial and industrial uses.  These parcels comprise 
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approximately 339 acres or nearly 13 percent of the Project Area.  As shown previously, 
Figure 5 illustrates the location of the lots that are considered of irregular shape and of 
inadequate size.  The parcels that are of irregular shape and inadequate size are located 
throughout the Project Area with no particular area predominately. 

 
Furthermore, along the major commercial corridors there is a high percentage of parcels 
that do not meet existing standards for commercial development.  In accordance with 
City Zoning Codes, a typical commercial development along a commercial corridor 
would require at least a 10,000 square foot parcel.  Along Long Beach Boulevard, 206 of 
355 parcels or 58 percent are less than 10,000 square feet in size.  Similarly, 84 percent 
(351 of 414 parcels) of the parcels along Atlantic Avenue, 70 percent (174 of 250 
parcels) of the parcels along Pacific Coast Highway, and 75 percent (268 of 357 parcels) 
of the parcels along Anaheim Street are less than 10,000 square feet in size.  As a 
whole, 73 percent of the parcels along these four major commercial thoroughfares are 
less than 10,000 square feet in size. 

 
Small parcels, or parcels with limited building area, not only result in the blighting 
conditions described above, they are a constraint to development and redevelopment.  
Development requires certain lot conditions, such as adequate setbacks, parking, 
circulation space, and pedestrian access.  Parcels not able to meet these conditions 
may cause potential investors to acquire adjacent properties or to forego rehabilitation or 
development of the property in lieu of an alternative site of adequate size and 
dimensions.  
 
C. ECONOMIC CONDITIONS THAT CAUSE BLIGHT  

 
1. Depreciated or Stagnant Property Values or Impaired Investments  
 

a.  Property Values   
 
Depreciated or stagnant property values are a reflection of the negative conditions 
previously described which over time has in turn affected the physical and economic 
viability of the Project Area.  Since the Project Area was originally adopted in 1993, 
assessed property values have fallen below the base year value.  Redevelopment is 
primarily funded from the increase in assessed value over the base at the time of 
adoption.  The total assessed valuation for the Project Area in 1994-95 was 
$1,948,126,916 and in 2000-01 is $1,893,758,404.  As shown in Table 7, the assessed 
valuation in the Project Area for the past six years has decreased by approximately 3 
percent or on the average -0.40 percent annually.  For this reason, the Agency has been 
unable to collect tax increment to implement necessary projects and program to alleviate  



Table 7
Historic Assessed Values
Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project Area

% % % % % % Avg %

1994-95 1995-96 Chg 1996-97 Chg 1997-98 Chg 1998-99 Chg 1999-2000 Chg 2000-01 Chg Chg

I. Secured:

  Land 896,265,397 856,398,617 -4.45% 807,636,430 -5.69% 779,400,329 -3.50% 766,519,326 -1.65% 780,819,252 1.87% 816,880,386 4.62% -1.47%

  Improvements 1,278,523,847 1,234,889,737 -3.41% 1,183,449,817 -4.17% 1,165,688,756 -1.50% 1,163,261,742 -0.21% 1,250,094,109 7.46% 1,259,500,689 0.75% -0.18%

  Personal Property 63,804,373 66,882,698 4.82% 63,843,209 -4.54% 64,875,023 1.62% 65,052,512 0.27% 92,005,116 41.43% 82,555,838 -10.27% 5.56%

  Exemptions 292,015,770 325,353,448 11.42% 343,135,977 5.47% 326,261,904 -4.92% 353,346,177 8.30% 432,259,220 22.33% 388,869,464 -10.04% 5.43%

  Total Secured 1,946,577,847 1,832,817,604 -5.84% 1,711,793,479 -6.60% 1,683,702,204 -1.64% 1,641,487,403 -2.51% 1,690,659,257 3.00% 1,770,067,449 4.70% -1.48%

II. Utilities:

  Land 1,460,957 1,463,440 0.17% 1,809,561 23.65% 1,841,633 1.77% 1,866,797 1.37% 1,823,501 -2.32% 1,816,444 -0.39% 4.04%

  Improvements 56,034 57,899 3.33% 59,567 2.88% 88,720 48.94% 107,612 21.29% 75,107 -30.21% 69,809 -7.05% 6.53%

  Personal Property 32,078 33,145 3.33% 34,099 2.88% 47,927 40.55% 58,742 22.57% 40,134 -31.68% 37,101 -7.56% 5.01%

  Exemptions 0 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%

  Total Utilities 1,549,069 1,554,484 0.35% 1,903,227 22.43% 1,978,280 3.94% 2,033,151 2.77% 1,938,742 -4.64% 1,923,354 -0.79% 4.01%

III. Unsecured:

  Land 0 3,176,879 0.00% 0 -100.00% 3,183,565 0.00% 3,247,236 2.00% 0 -100.00% 3,373,555 0.00% -33.00%

  Improvements 0 49,298,488 0.00% 32,659,394 -33.75% 28,230,586 -13.56% 49,458,116 75.19% 52,399,941 5.95% 54,549,693 4.10% 6.32%

  Personal Property 0 58,691,757 0.00% 59,262,280 0.97% 55,626,047 -6.14% 65,050,745 16.94% 63,656,472 -2.14% 67,653,708 6.28% 2.65%

  Exemptions 0 3,724,979 0.00% 688,415 -81.52% 3,854,480 459.91% 3,858,036 0.09% 481,800 -87.51% 3,809,355 690.65% 163.60%

  Total Unsecured 0 107,442,145 0.00% 91,233,259 -15.09% 83,185,718 -8.82% 113,898,061 36.92% 115,574,613 1.47% 121,767,601 5.36% 3.31%

IV. Total Value:

  Land 897,726,354 861,038,936 -4.09% 809,445,991 -5.99% 784,425,527 -3.09% 771,633,359 -1.63% 782,642,753 1.43% 822,070,385 5.04% -1.39%

  Improvements 1,278,579,881 1,284,246,124 0.44% 1,216,168,778 -5.30% 1,194,008,062 -1.82% 1,212,827,470 1.58% 1,302,569,157 7.40% 1,314,120,191 0.89% 0.53%

  Personal Property 63,836,451 125,607,600 96.76% 123,139,588 -1.96% 120,548,997 -2.10% 130,161,999 7.97% 155,701,722 19.62% 150,246,647 -3.50% 19.46%

  Exemptions 292,015,770 329,078,427 12.69% 343,824,392 4.48% 330,116,384 -3.99% 357,204,213 8.21% 432,741,020 21.15% 392,678,819 -9.26% 5.55%

  Total Value 1,948,126,916 1,941,814,233 -0.32% 1,804,929,965 -7.05% 1,768,866,202 -2.00% 1,757,418,615 -0.65% 1,808,172,612 2.89% 1,893,758,404 4.73% -0.40%

PREPARED BY KEYSER MARSTON ASSOCIATES, INC.
FILENAME: LB-Assessed Valuation: City Hist_TD#1: 12/22/00: 
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existing blighting conditions.  As shown in Table 8, during this time period, the City as a 
whole had a total assessed valuation of $21,581,516,267 in 1994-95 and $22,963, 
171,489 in 2000-2001 for an overall modest growth rate of 6 percent or on the average 
1.10 percent annually.   
 
In 1994-95, the Project Area represented approximately 9 percent of the assessed 
valuation in the City.  In 2000-01, the Project Area represented 8 percent of the total 
assessed valuation of the City.  In comparison, the Project Area represents 34 percent of 
the total population of the City.  Based upon the current population of the Project Area of 
153,148, the assessed value per capita within the Project Area is $12,366.  Based upon 
the current population of the City (450,603), the assessed value per capita for the City is 
approximately $50,961.  In comparison with the City as a whole, the Project Area is 75 
percent lower in assessed value per capita than the City.  This indicates that the Project 
Area’s total assessed valuation per capita is disproportionate with the City, as a result of 
various factors outlined in this Report including lower resale of single-family houses, 
deteriorating structures and properties, and a higher crime rate. 
 
One of the primary reasons for the decrease in assessed valuation within the Project 
Area is directly related to the decrease in secured assessment values within the Project 
Area, which is a result of the amount of assessment appeals that occurred between 
1994-95 and 2000-01.  Based upon the data in Table 8, secured assessed values 
represented, between 93-99 percent of the total assessed valuation during a given year.  
Secured assessed values include the value of the land and improvements.  Unsecured 
values include improvements such as machinery that can easily be removed from a 
property.  So even though the unsecured and utility assessed values (Railroads) have 
shown significant growth, 3.31 and 4.01 percent annual increase respectively, the overall 
assessed valuation for the Project Area has decreased due primarily to the overall 9 
percent decrease (average of -1.48% annually) in secured assessed values from 1994-
95 to 2000-01 (see Table 8).   

 
Except for the 1999-00 assessed valuation, the Project Area since 1994-95 has 
experienced either negative assessed valuation growth or assessed valuation growth 
significantly below the City as a whole.  Changes in assessed values not only indicate 
the direction and stability of the economy within a particular area, but also provide 
implications for City revenue generation.  The lower the assessed values, the lower the 
amounts of property tax revenues to be distributed to the City and other governmental 
taxing agencies.  Meanwhile, City services and programs for the area will continue to be 
required.  Since the Project Area’s population has increased at twice the rate of the City 
as a whole, this additional influx of population will require an increase in public services 
compared to other portions of the City.  Furthermore, as discussed later in this Report, 
violent crime activity within the Project Area occurs at a rate significantly higher than the  



Table 8
Historic Assessed Values
City of Long Beach - Including Project Area

% % % % % % Avg %

1994-95 1995-96 Chg 1996-97 Chg 1997-98 Chg 1998-99 Chg 1999-2000 Chg 2000-01 Chg Chg

I. Secured:

  Land 9,342,352,940 9,485,486,068 1.53% 9,507,574,359 0.23% 9,528,021,948 0.22% 9,498,039,197 -0.31% 9,519,422,535 0.23% 10,448,308,439 9.76% 1.94%

  Improvements 10,850,740,697 10,464,519,210 -3.56% 10,034,552,114 -4.11% 9,910,369,813 -1.24% 9,907,648,075 -0.03% 10,289,466,970 3.85% 11,203,009,518 8.88% 0.63%

  Personal Property 514,944,625 475,331,768 -7.69% 426,851,640 -10.20% 432,821,701 1.40% 445,813,802 3.00% 382,585,930 -14.18% 357,885,807 -6.46% -5.69%

  Exemptions 634,711,651 659,280,606 3.87% 717,538,577 8.84% 711,995,477 -0.77% 711,287,327 -0.10% 685,926,959 -3.57% 717,697,312 4.63% 2.15%

  Total Secured 20,073,326,611 19,766,056,440 -1.53% 19,251,439,536 -2.60% 19,159,217,985 -0.48% 19,140,213,747 -0.10% 19,505,548,476 1.91% 21,291,506,452 9.16% 1.06%

II. Utilities:

  Land 9,101,059 9,183,069 0.90% 13,321,108 45.06% 13,121,777 -1.50% 12,432,661 -5.25% 11,574,477 -6.90% 11,638,173 0.55% 5.48%

  Improvements 2,020,214 2,435,607 20.56% 5,122,147 110.30% 12,626,167 146.50% 13,019,135 3.11% 14,800,949 13.69% 14,657,534 -0.97% 48.87%

  Personal Property 911,399 1,028,316 12.83% 1,150,202 11.85% 1,620,862 40.92% 1,987,473 22.62% 1,572,965 -20.86% 1,455,147 -7.49% 9.98%

  Exemptions 0 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%

  Total Utilities 12,032,672 12,646,992 5.11% 19,593,457 54.93% 27,368,806 39.68% 27,439,269 0.26% 27,948,391 1.86% 27,750,854 -0.71% 16.85%

III. Unsecured:

  Land 0 3,176,879 0.00% 0 -100.00% 3,183,565 0.00% 3,247,236 2.00% 0 -100.00% 3,373,555 0.00% -33.00%

  Improvements 475,034,083 504,531,257 6.21% 487,708,438 -3.33% 453,693,533 -6.97% 501,599,871 10.56% 549,045,681 9.46% 611,095,835 11.30% 4.54%

  Personal Property 1,025,269,035 931,897,770 -9.11% 951,677,386 2.12% 1,047,582,375 10.08% 1,131,817,896 8.04% 1,064,130,348 -5.98% 1,036,947,087 -2.55% 0.43%

  Exemptions 4,146,134 4,328,539 4.40% 3,189,929 -26.30% 8,667,278 171.71% 6,737,905 -22.26% 2,937,123 -56.41% 7,502,294 155.43% 37.76%

  Total Unsecured 1,496,156,984 1,435,277,367 -4.07% 1,436,195,895 0.06% 1,495,792,195 4.15% 1,629,927,098 8.97% 1,610,238,906 -1.21% 1,643,914,183 2.09% 1.67%

IV. Total Value:

  Land 9,351,453,999 9,497,846,016 1.57% 9,520,895,467 0.24% 9,544,327,290 0.25% 9,513,719,094 -0.32% 9,530,997,012 0.18% 10,463,320,167 9.78% 1.95%

  Improvements 11,327,794,994 10,971,486,074 -3.15% 10,527,382,699 -4.05% 10,376,689,513 -1.43% 10,422,267,081 0.44% 10,853,313,600 4.14% 11,828,762,887 8.99% 0.82%

  Personal Property 1,541,125,059 1,408,257,854 -8.62% 1,379,679,228 -2.03% 1,482,024,938 7.42% 1,579,619,171 6.59% 1,448,289,243 -8.31% 1,396,288,041 -3.59% -1.43%

  Exemptions 638,857,785 663,609,145 3.87% 720,728,506 8.61% 720,662,755 -0.01% 718,025,232 -0.37% 688,864,082 -4.06% 725,199,606 5.27% 2.22%

  Total Value 21,581,516,267 21,213,980,799 -1.70% 20,707,228,888 -2.39% 20,682,378,986 -0.12% 20,797,580,114 0.56% 21,143,735,773 1.66% 22,963,171,489 8.61% 1.10%

PREPARED BY KEYSER MARSTON ASSOCIATES, INC.
FILENAME: LB-Assessed Valuation: City Hist_Total: 12/22/00: 
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City.  Therefore, the demand for law enforcement protection within the Project Area is 
higher than other parts of the City.  If this trend continues, over time, the area becomes a 
drain on City resources.  This depressed growth rate in total assessed valuation within 
the Project Area indicates a growing occurrence of properties depreciating in property 
values, which is considered a significant blighting influence.  The following sections also 
describe the low single-family property sale prices, poor site conditions, and commercial 
vacancies and low lease rates within the Project Area, which, along with the previously 
described physical blighting conditions, are contributors to and also have a negative 
impact on property values. 

 
b.  Single-Family Property Sale Prices 

 
Data available from Metroscan for single-family homes sold in the Project Area was 
compiled for the period 1992 through April of 2000.  Median sales prices for these 
homes were calculated and compared to median sales prices for single-family homes in 
the City as a whole. 
 
In general, single-family homes sales prices declined in Long Beach from 1992 through 
1995 and have continued to recover toward the 1992 level through 1999.  The median 
sales price of $175,229 is just 2 percent (2%) below the 1992 median of $178,737. 
 
Similarly, median home sales prices in the Project Area declined from 1992 through 
1995, but continued to decline through 1997.  Sales prices have rebounded somewhat, 
but at the end of 1999, the median sales price in the Project Area was 6 percent (6%) 
below the median in 1992.  This suggests that the price recovery of homes in the Project 
Area is lagging that for the City as a whole. 
 
In addition, median sales prices are consistently below that for the City as a whole.  As 
shown in Table 9, the median sales price for homes in the Project Area ranges between 
roughly 22 to 28 percent below the median for the City as a whole.  A review of the age 
of the homes sold in the Project Area indicates that most of these homes were 
constructed before 1950.  The average construction year ranges from 1925 to 1931, and 
as previously discussed, suggests that the housing in the Project Area is among the 
oldest in the City.  This price differential is consistent with the fact that much of the 
housing in the Project Area represents the older and more deteriorated housing in the 
City. 
 



TABLE 9
ANALYSIS OF SINGLE FAMILY HOME SALES DATA
CENTRAL LONG BEACH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
LONG BEACH REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Median Sales Price - Project Area
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000*

Median Sales Price $135,000 $120,000 $110,000 $109,500 $109,000 $105,000 $120,000 $126,500 $120,000
Average Sale Price $140,365 $118,662 $110,787 $110,497 $114,609 $104,204 $121,445 $127,065 $118,811
No. of Transactions 31 50 84 76 93 93 125 150 37

Comparison of Median Sales Prices
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

City of Long Beach $178,737 $163,958 $153,833 $140,521 $144,125 $145,708 $163,812 $175,229
Project Area $135,000 $120,000 $110,000 $109,500 $109,000 $105,000 $120,000 $126,500
Project Area Percent 
Below Long Beach 24.5% 26.8% 28.5% 22.1% 24.4% 27.9% 26.7% 27.8%

* Data through April 3, 2000.
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c.  Poor Site Conditions 

 
Conditions such as overall lack of property maintenance, open storage, graffiti and 
abandoned vehicles contribute to the negative image and poor appearance of 
neighborhoods and business areas.  These conditions also contribute to stagnant 
property values and in commercial and industrial areas, discourage patronage.   

 
In many instances it will only take one or two poorly maintained properties in an area to 
create an image of neglect.  Of the 464 blocks in the Project Area, 332 or 72 percent had 
one or more site deficiencies including abandoned vehicles, graffiti, litter/debris and 
weeds and overgrown vegetation.  Figure 12 shows the blocks within the Project Area 
containing between 10 and 35 percent of the properties with poor site conditions.  These 
conditions were primarily found for all use types including residential, commercial and 
industrial properties.  As shown in Figure 12, the highest concentration of poor site  
condition are located within the central portion of the Project Area along major 
thoroughfares including Long Beach Boulevard, Pacific Coast Highway, Anaheim Street 
and Alamitos Avenue.  Most of the residential blocks that are bisected by an alley 
contained poor site conditions that primarily included graffiti and trash and debris. Plates 
25, 26, 27 and 28 in Appendix C are examples of poor site conditions. 
  
Poor site conditions further discourage the private sector from investing in adjacent 
properties such as new infill development.  Developers and property owners will have 
more difficulty in getting an adequate return on their investment when neighboring 
properties are poorly maintained.  Furthermore, the existence of graffiti within the Project 
Area is also an indicator of gang and criminal activity. 
 

2. Commercial Vacancies/Low Lease Rates 
 

Areas in decline generally experience a higher than average vacancy rate and lower 
lease rates.  High vacancy rates cause building uses to shift, often times resulting in an 
in-appropriate mixing of uses.  Building owners, after or to avoid long periods of 
vacancy, will often agree to rent to tenants proposing to use the building and site in ways 
inconsistent with the building’s original design or purpose. 
 
The field survey identified commercial and industrial vacancies within the Project Area. 
Of the 464 blocks within the Project Area, 119 (26%) blocks contained a commercial or 
industrial vacancy.  The primary location of the commercial and industrial vacancies are 
along major commercial thoroughfares, which include Long Beach Boulevard, Atlantic 
Avenue and the Pacific Coast Highway and within the industrial area located along 14th, 
15th, and 17th Streets.  Some examples of vacant properties are shown on Plates 38  
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Source: KMA Field Survey, June-July 2000
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through 44 in Appendix C.  Vacant and abandoned buildings and structures are often 
unsafe and may encourage criminal activity such as vandalism and squatting.  They also 
constitute a fire hazard.  Similar to other blight characteristics, the negative visual impact 
of vacant buildings serves as a strong disincentive to revitalization and reinvestment.  Of 
note is the prevalence of vacant auto sales lots, which cover large sites relative to other 
commercial development on Long Beach Boulevard, contributing to the substantial 
presence of blight in this area.   
 
Abnormally low lease rates, relative to other local locations, are often indicative of 1) 
weak demand for lease space; 2) an excess supply of lease space; or 3) the 
substandard physical condition of space offered for lease.  Lease rates vary according to 
certain conditions and types of use.  Notable conditions that have major implications for 
lease rates include location, access to market/customers, visibility, amenities, condition 
of property and age of property. 
 
Commercial/retail lease rates within the Project Area are significantly lower compared to 
commercial/retail areas in the City as a whole.  Project Area lease rates range from a 
low $0.75 per square foot between Pacific Coast Highway and Willow Street to a high of 
$1.85 per square foot close to downtown near 7th Street.  According to City staff, in 
areas outside the Project Area, the commercial/retail lease rates range from $1.75 to 
$2.75 for the downtown area directly adjacent to the Project Area, which is between 49 
and 133 percent higher than in the Project Area.  Similarly, lease rates for industrial 
properties are significantly lower than the City as a whole.  The lease rates for the 
industrial portions of the Project Area range from $0.55 to $1.00 per square foot, which 
is typical for industrial areas along the Los Angeles River between Pacific Coast 
Highway and Anaheim Street.  According to City Staff, in areas outside the Project Area, 
the industrial lease rates are between $1.00 and $1.50, which is between 50 and 81 
percent higher than the Project Area as a whole. 
 
Business vacancies and low lease rates also affect other economic indicators of 
economic maladjustment within the Project Area and the City as a whole.  These 
economic indicators include retail sales tax activity which is discussed in the following 
section. 

 
a.  Taxable Retail Sales Trends 

 
The amount and growth of taxable retail sales is a major indicator of the economic health 
of the commercial, particularly retail, sector of an area’ s economy.  Table 10 shows the 
dollar amount of taxable retail sales for all types of taxable retail sales for the City of 
Long Beach and the County of Los Angeles.  The average growth in sales tax 
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transactions for the City of Long Beach is small compared to the County, with an 
average annual increase of less than 1 percent for the City and over 3 percent for the 
County from 1992 to 1998.  This indicates a less prosperous commercial growth within 
the City compared to the County.  Retail sales data for the Project Area is available for 
the years 1996-1998.  The Project Area had a decrease in taxable retail sales from 
$519,757,200 in 1996 to $506,617,300 in 1998.  This amounts to an overall decrease of 
approximately 3 percent.  Thus, the stagnant retail sales figures within the Project Area 
combined with the other physical and economic conditions further indicate impaired 
investments in the Project Area. 
 
Another indicator of the economic health of the community is taxable retail sales per 
capita.  As shown in Table 10, the City had a taxable retail sales per capita of $5,320 in 
1992 and $5,579 in 1998 for a 4.9 percent growth rate.  In comparison, the County had a 
taxable retail sales per capita rate of $8,189 in 1992 and $9,409 in 1998 for an overall 
growth rate of 14.9 percent.  Based upon these statistics, the City in what was 
considered a healthy economy from 1994 to 1998, saw very little change in retail sales 
activity.  Furthermore, the City’s taxable retail sales per capita rate in 1992 was 65 
percent of the County’s rate.  However, over the next six years, the City’s taxable retail 
sales per capita rate has decreased to approximately 59 percent of the County rate.  As 
previously stated, taxable sales information is available for the Project Area for the years 
1996-1998.  As shown in Table 10, the Project Area’s taxable retail sales per capita has 
decreased by approximately six percent from 1996 ($3,584 per capita) to 1998 ($3,377 
per capita).  When compared with the City and County as shown in Table 10, the Project 
Area in 1998 had a taxable retail sales rate per capita that was 40 percent lower than the 
City and 64 percent lower than the County as a whole. 

 
TABLE 10 
Retail Sales Per Capita 
For Project Area, City of Long Beach and County of Los Angeles 

 
 

YEAR 
PROJECT 

AREA 
CITY OF 

LONG BEACH 
% OF CITY COUNTY OF 

LOS ANGELES 
PERCENT OF 

COUNTY TOTAL 
1992 N/A $5,320 N/A $8,189 N/A 
1993 N/A   $4,847 N/A $7,928 N/A 
1994 N/A  $5,095 N/A $8,286 N/A 
1995 N/A $4,979 N/A $8,477 N/A 
1996 3,584 $5,139 70 $8,813 41 
1997 3,716 $5,492 68 $9,122 41 
1998 3,377 $5,579 60 $9,409 36 
Percent Change   -5.8 
 

4.9   14.9  
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3. Residential Overcrowding 
 

Residential overcrowding is a significant problem in the Project Area.  Many of the 
homes and apartment buildings date from the 1920s and were designed to 
accommodate singles and small families.  In addition, during the 1980s, many of the 
single-family homes were demolished and replaced with apartment buildings.  The 
increased density is exacerbated by the fact that the relatively high cost of housing has 
forced many people to “double up” in units.  If Central Long Beach were a separate city, 
it would rank among the State of California’s most overcrowded communities.4  This high 
level of density, coupled with a lack of code enforcement and high crime levels creates 
an environmental that is unsafe and unhealthy for residents in the Project Area.  The 
following analysis is based upon review of data available for the twenty-one (21) census 
tracts that encompass the Project Area.   
 
The US Census reports overcrowding according to the basic unit standard used by the 
US Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”), which is more than one 
person per room within a unit.  More specifically, ideal housing is 1.00 persons per room 
or less, overcrowded housing is 1.01-1.50 persons per room, and severely overcrowded 
housing is 1.5+ persons per room.  Based upon the 1990 Census (the latest information 
available), Table 11 presents living conditions as defined by HUD for the Project Area, 
City of Long Beach and County of Los Angeles.  The table shows that the number of 
persons in ideal conditions in the Project Area is 70.6 percent when compared to the 
City at 83.5 percent and the County at 80.8 percent as a whole.  Therefore, almost 30 
percent of the occupied housing units within the Project Area are considered 
overcrowded.  Although 1990 Census data was used, this data is representative of the 
Project Area today.  In fact, overcrowding in the Project Area can be expected to be 
slightly worse than what is presented in this Report when considering that from 1990 to 
2000 there was a 13 percent increase in population while the number of housing units in 
the Project Area decreased by less than one percent.  This increase is much lower than 
the approximately one percent increase for the City of Long Beach and nearly six 
percent increase for Los Angeles County during this time period. 
 
To further illustrate the overcrowding conditions within the Project Area, Figure 13 shows 
that all 21 of the census tracts within the Project Area are overcrowded to some degree.  
Census tract 5752 is the highest at 61.2 percent overcrowded, while census tract 
5722.01 is the lowest at 4.1 percent overcrowded.  Census tracts 5752, 5754, 5764, and 
5732.02 are over 50 percent overcrowded, while census tracts 5762, 5731, 5722.02, 
5765 and 5722.01 are less than 20 percent overcrowded.  Overall, 16 of the 21 census  

 
4 “Overcrowded Areas Vulnerable, Officials Say”, Long Beach Press-Telegram, May 5, 1993, p. A4. 



TABLE 11
NUMBER OF OVERCROWDED  HOUSING UNITS - PROJECT AREA, CITY OF LONG BEACH, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CENTRAL LONG BEACH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Central Long 
Beach Project 

Area
% of 
Total

City of Long 
Beach

% of 
Total

County of Los 
Angeles

% of 
Total

1.00 or Less (Ideal) 41,551               70.6% 132,762             83.5% 2,414,266           80.8%

1.01-1.5 (Overcrowded) 4,868                 8.3% 8,905                 5.6% 202,183             6.8%

1.51 or more (Severely Overcrowded) 12,422               21.1% 17,308               10.9% 373,103             12.5%

TOTAL 58,841               158,975             2,989,552           

Source: 1990 Census

Persons Per Room

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: LB Tables; TABLE 11; 12/22/00; cb



FIGURE 13
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF OVERCROWDED HOUSING UNITS BY CENSUS TRACT
CENTRAL LONG BEACH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Census 
Tract 

Number

Total 
Occupied 

Units

Number of 
Overcrowded 

Units

% of 
Occupied 

Units 
Overcrowded

Percent
 Above 

Citywide 
Average

5752 2,430           1,487           61.2% 44.7%

5754 2,089           1,265           60.6% 44.1%

Tracts more than 5764 3,683           2,116           57.5% 41.0%

50% overcrowded 5732.02 1,506           776              51.5% 35.0%

5753 1,167           584              50.0% 33.6%

5733 992              482              48.6% 32.1%

5732.01 1,218           572              47.0% 30.5%

5758 3,324           1,356           40.8% 24.3%

5727 1,324           538              40.6% 24.1%

5763 2,539           837              33.0% 16.5%

Tracts more than 5726 1,230           399              32.4% 16.0%

20% overcrowded 5751 4,324           1,328           30.7% 14.2%

5730 3,214           971              30.2% 13.7%

5759 3,411           945              27.7% 11.2%

5769 4,195           996              23.7% 7.3%

5728 1,015           223              22.0% 5.5%

5762 2,298           446              19.4% 2.9%

5731 2,330           410              17.6% 1.1%

CITYWIDE AVERAGE 158,975       26,213          16.5%

5722.02 1,227           179              14.6% -1.9%

5765 5,194           729              14.0% -2.5%

5722.01 1,823           74                4.1% -12.4%

Source: 1990 Census
Filename: LB Tables; FIG 13; 12/22/00; cb
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 tracts have a higher overcrowded rate than the City, while 15 census tracts have a 
higher rate than the County. 
 
Furthermore, based upon the estimated population and number of households, the 
average number of persons per household was calculated and compared to that for the 
City of Long Beach as a whole and for the County of Los Angeles.  As shown in Figure 
14, in eighteen (18) of the twenty-one census tracts, the average number of persons per 
household exceeds the citywide average.  In twelve (12) of the twenty-one census tracts, 
the average number of persons per household exceeds the citywide average by more 
than 20 percent.  These census tracts are considered overcrowded.  Ten (10) of the 
census tracts exceed the citywide average by more than 50 percent.  These are 
considered severely overcrowded. 
 
The significant levels of overcrowding contribute to the deterioration of the buildings and 
also affect the health and safety of the community due to the increase risks of death and 
injury from fires.  After a 1993 fire in central Los Angeles that killed nine people in an 
overcrowded apartment building, a Long Beach Fire Department spokesman 
acknowledged that such fires could happen in any of the overcrowded housing 
conditions, including the Project Area.  Overcrowding is often a contributing factor in fires 
because of the increased amount of clothing and other combustible items on the 
premises.   

 
4. Crime 

 
Crime data for 1997, 1998, and 1999 were obtained from the City of Long Beach Police 
Department.  Table 12 presents the number of crimes reported for the past three years 
for those 21 census tracts encompassing the Project Area.  The crime figures have 
increased over the last three years for the Project Area while decreasing for the City of 
Long Beach.  The decrease in criminal activity in Long Beach is a trend that is occurring 
throughout the State as a whole due to an overall strong economy in most parts of State, 
which has resulted in an increase in law enforcement officers.  Table 12 shows that the 
Project Area had a moderate increase in incidences of reported crimes. 



FIGURE 14
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD
CENTRAL LONG BEACH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Census 
Tract 

Number
Total 

Population
Number of 

Households

Avg. No. of 
Persons/ 

Household

Percent
 Above 

Citywide 
Average

5752 8,653           1,916           4.52 75.7%

Tracts more than 5754 6,898           1,560           4.42 72.1%

50% above the 5764 13,206         3,069           4.30 67.4%

Citywide Average 5732.02 6,101           1,422           4.29 66.9%

5733 4,230           1,030           4.11 59.8%

5728 1,530           379              4.04 57.1%

(Severely overcrowded) 5727 6,651           1,657           4.01 56.2%

5753 3,655           915              3.99 55.4%

Tracts more than 5732.01 5,347           1,343           3.98 54.9%

20% above the 5726 5,890           1,501           3.92 52.7%

Citywide Average 5758 8,423           2,643           3.19 24.0%

(Overcrowded) 5751 12,911         4,121           3.13 21.9%

5730 9,840           3,300           2.98 16.0%

5763 7,290           2,492           2.93 13.8%

Tracts above 5722.01 6,355           2,246           2.83 10.1%

Citywide Average 5722.02 3,481           1,245           2.80 8.8%

5731 7,585           2,761           2.75 6.9%

5769 11,763         4,287           2.74 6.8%

CITYWIDE AVERAGE 2.68

5759 6,987           2,822           2.48

5765 12,021         5,574           2.16

5762 4,331           2,123           2.04

Source:  Claritas, California Department of Finance
Filename: LB Tables; FIG 14; dvb; 6/9/00
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TABLE 12 - Criminal Activity in the Project Area and the City of Long Beach 

 
 

The Project Area had 32 percent of the City’s population in 1999 and a similar 32 
percent of the reported crimes in the same year.  Although the Project Area has a 
proportionate share of the crimes within the City, when compared to population, the 
types of crimes reported in the Project Area differ compared to the City.  In comparing 
the Project Area and the City by type of crime, the numbers indicate that the Project 
Area experienced a higher percent change from 1997 to 1999 for the most serious 
crimes, especially for crimes against people.  The Project Area has a 33 percent 
increase in rapes from 1997 to 1999, a 7 percent increase for robbery, a 2 percent 
increase for residential burglaries, 16 percent were for auto burglary, 12 percent were for 
grand theft, a 16 percent increase for commercial burglaries and a 22 percent increase 
in petty thefts.  All of these growth rates are higher than comparable rates for the City.  
In fact, the City had a decrease in growth rate for each of these criminal acts.  Although 
the Project Area had a decreased growth rate from 1997 to 1999 for murder, aggravated 
assault, residential burglary and auto theft, the percentage decrease as shown in Table 
12 is significantly less than the City as a whole. 
 
In addition, a look at the number of crimes in the Project Area in 1999 as a proportion of 
the City indicates that the proportions are higher for the most serious crimes.  As 
previously stated, the Project Area had approximately 32 percent of the City’s population 
in 1999, but had 54 percent of the City’s reported murders during the same year, 48 

Type of Crime 1997 1998 1999

Percent 
Change 
(1997-
1999) 1997 1998 1999

Percent 
Change 
(1997-
1999)

Central 
Project Area 
as a % of the 

City, 1999

Murder 28      14 25 -11 56        38        46        -18 54                
Rape 43      42 57 33 126      113      119      -6 48                
Aggravated Assault 825    845 732 -11 2,161   1,770   1,518   -29 48                
Robbery 699    799 746 7 1,841   1,750   1,561   -15 48                
Residential Burglary 823    956 784 -5 3,226   2,963   2,559   -20 31                
Commercial Burglary 225    271 229 2 1,064   939      795      -25 29                
Auto Burglary 693    790 803 16 3,315   2,851   3,093   -7 26                
Grand Theft 237    258 266 12 1,175   1,020   1,045   -11 25                
Petty Theft 772    840 942 22 3,861   3,361   3,326   -14 28                
Auto Theft 990    980 912 -8 4,212   3,522   3,347   -21 27                

TOTAL: 5,335 5,795 5,496  1 21,037 18,327 17,409 -17 32                

Source: Long Beach Police Department, Management Reporting and Annual Report, January 1999

Central Project Area City of Long Beach
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percent of the City’s reported rapes, 48 percent of the City’s reported aggravated 
assaults, and 48 percent of the City’s reported robberies. Although the other criminal 
acts fall below 32 percent of the City’s reported crimes, it is evident that the most serious 
crimes, crimes against people, occur at an alarming rate within the Project Area. 

 
Gangs and drugs are blamed as major contributors to the crime problem in the City and 
the Project Area.  Buildings marked with graffiti often indicate the prevalence of gang 
activity and criminal activity in the area.  Plates 45 through 50 show structures covered 
with graffiti.  Furthermore, evidence of unsafe conditions in the Project Area is seen 
through the prevalence of residences and businesses with bars on windows as shown 
on Plate 51.  The field survey identified 379 of 464 blocks (82%) within the Project Area 
containing structures with barred windows and doors.  Figure 15 shows the blocks that 
contain between 20 and 100 percent of the structures with barred windows and doors.  
 
Indications that the Project Area is a high crime area and a dangerous place to live and 
work discourage existing and potential residents and business operators from 
considering the community a worthwhile place to-reside or invest in and improve 
property.  Even where there is sufficient incentive, a potential resident or investor may 
be unable to obtain financing at a favorable interest rate. 

 
D. INFRASTRUCTURE DEFICIENCIES  

 
Section 33030(c) of the CRL states that a blighted area also may be characterized by 
the existence of inadequate public improvements, parking facilities, or utilities.  Although 
not a primary blighting factor these conditions impede the private sector's ability to 
develop and rehabilitate the area, thereby alleviating blighting conditions.  Infrastructure 
deficiencies has been repeatedly voiced by residents and businesses in the Project Area 
as one of the most important issues, if not the most important issue. 

 
1. Inadequate Public Improvements, Facilities and Utilities 

 
Private owners or developers can be inhibited in their efforts to upgrade or redevelop 
their property if the public facilities and utilities needed to serve the property are 
inadequate or non-existent.  If, for example, traffic circulation is poor, or utility lines have 
insufficient capacity, public sector involvement is urgently needed to alleviate these 
inadequacies.  The entire Project Area is characterized by the existence of inadequate 
public improvements, facilities and utilities.  
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This map was prepared for illustrative purposes only and is not
necessarily to scale,  nor should it be used to ascertain precise distances.

Source: KMA Field Survey, June-July 2000

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc
Filename: Barredwind.ai; 09/12/00; cb

Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project

BARRED WINDOWS AND DOORSFIGURE 15

Project Area Boundary
10-19%
20-100%

BARRED WINDOWS
& DOORS BY BLOCK
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a.  Sidewalks, Curbs, and Gutters 

 
Lack of, or deteriorated, sidewalks, curbs, and gutters pose potential flooding, safety, 
and health problems to the Project Area and surrounding community.  Lack of sidewalks 
and curbs also threaten motorist and pedestrian safety.  Examples of missing, 
deteriorating and/or poorly designed sidewalks, curbs, and gutters are shown on Plates 
4, 6, 8, 9, 16, 21, 22, 36, 39 and 53.  The lack of, and poor condition of these public 
amenities act as a deterrent to investment and reinvestment if comparable areas with 
such improvements are found elsewhere, making the area unsuccessful in attracting 
investment. 

 
b.  Streets and Alleys  

 
Heavy rainstorms often cause poorly maintained and inadequately designed storm 
drains to overflow or to result in localized flooding.  Standing water contributes to 
deterioration of streets and alleys and increases mosquito abatement problems.  
Deteriorated streets and alleys degrade the appearance of the community, as evidenced 
on Plates 5, 8, 10, 16, 28, 36, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59 and 60. 
 
While the lack of such improvements may not have a direct negative impact on the day-
to-day operations of current businesses within the Project Area, there are often long-
term ramifications with respect to attracting potential investors.  For example, if an 
individual or company is looking for property to invest in and all things being equal with 
respect to the quality of the private property available, such company or person may 
decided to go with the competing parcel of property because it is better served by public 
improvements.   

 
c.  Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Deficiencies 

 
The Project Area has several major deficiencies in the traffic circulation patterns.  
Several east-west streets in the southern portion of the Project Area are narrow and 
hamper circulation. High traffic volumes on Anaheim Street, Pacific Coast Highway and 
Long Beach Boulevard present circulation problems. 
 
The Project Area contains many substandard alleys (Plates 5, 28, 52, 56 and 58).  
These alleys act as streets by providing access to the primarily residential uses. This 
circulation pattern hinders suitable development, prevents adequate access for large 
vehicles and emergency vehicles, and encumbers two-way traffic. 
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Parking on the major commercial corridors in the Project Area is limited, especially along 
Long Beach Boulevard, Atlantic Avenue, Anaheim Street, Pacific Coast Highway and 
Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue.  Long Beach Boulevard lost most of its parking with the 
construction and operation of the Metro Blue Line light rail system.  On-street parking 
was needed for providing an adequate right-of-way for the rail line without compromising 
the number of traffic lanes.  A few parking spaces are available along the major 
commercial corridors of the Project Area but have posted time limits.  A lack of parking 
represents a burden for employees and patrons of businesses on these major 
commercial corridors.  As previously shown, Figure 16 shows the location where 
inadequate parking occurs.  Plates 16, 21, 45, 55, 57 and 60 show examples of 
inadequate parking. 

 
d.  Overhead Utilities 

 
Overhead utility lines; such as telephone and electrical lines, can be an investment and 
reinvestment deterrent primarily by causing an area to look cluttered and by limiting 
development.  An area that contains overhead utility lines throughout creates a poor 
image of the area.  Undergrounding of these lines is preferred because of the aesthetic 
benefits to an area, Project Area utility lines are commonly found in the alleys behind 
major arterials and, similar to inadequate lot size, restrict the size and type of a particular 
envelopment that may occur unless relocation or undergrounding is accomplished.  
Costs involved in relocating utility lines, especially by undergrounding, are substantial 
because of the special requirements involved.  If owners and developers are required to 
pay for undergrounding the lines before development, the feasibility of the development 
may be impaired.  Overhead utilities lines are found throughout the Project Area, and 
examples are shown on Plates 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 39, 40, 55, 56 and 58. 
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This map was prepared for illustrative purposes only and is not
necessarily to scale,  nor should it be used to ascertain precise distances.

Source: KMA Field Survey, June-July 2000

1
Parking deficiencies include no on-site parking, insufficient number of spaces, poor parking accessibility and inadequate layout/design

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc
Filename: Pkgdef.ai; 09/12/00; cb

Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project
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IV. DESCRIPTION OF THE SPECIFIC PROJECTS PROPOSED BY THE AGENCY AND 

HOW THE PROJECTS WILL IMPROVE OR ALLEVIATE THE BLIGHTING 
CONDITIONS  

   

The CRL requires that a report include a description of the specific projects and programs to be 
undertaken by the Agency and how such projects and programs will alleviate blight in the 
Project Area.  This section describes the Agency’s proposed program of redevelopment and it’s 
relationship to blight alleviation. 
 
As stated throughout this Report, since the adoption of the 1993 Plan, the Original Project Area 
has seen limited improvements in the overall physical and economic make-up of the area.  This 
is largely attributed to the Agency’s inability to collect tax increment due to the decrease in 
overall property values since the adoption of the 1993 Plan.  Without these necessary tax 
increment funds, the Agency cannot implement the necessary projects and programs to 
alleviate the physical and economic blighting conditions that are prevalent within the Project 
Area.  For this reason, the adoption of the new Project Area is necessary. 

 
The redevelopment program presented in this section is conceptual in nature.  Due to the 
lengthy time frame for implementing the Redevelopment Plan, the redevelopment program 
needs to be flexible and provide the capability to respond to changes and private sector interest 
in the Project Area.  Within the redevelopment program, the Agency will develop specific 
projects and activities as opportunities arise.  The Agency will also develop more specific 
program goals and projects for the first five years of Project implementation as part of its 
Implementation Plan. 

 
A. REDEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

 
The redevelopment program has been divided between five (5) categories which include 
the following:  1) Capital and Public Improvements Program; 2) Commercial 
Revitalization Program; 3) Neighborhood Revitalization Program; 4) Affordable Housing 
Program; and 5) Atlantic Avenue Corridor Revitalization.  The programs are designed to 
address the most significant blighting conditions in the Project Area.  It is believed that 
as the most significant blighting conditions are reduced that further private sector 
investment will occur in the Project Area and lead to further removal of blight.  Therefore, 
the Agency’s program of redevelopment will serve as a catalyst to remove blighting 
conditions and spur the preservation, improvement and creation of affordable housing.  
The proposed redevelopment programs are discussed below. 
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1. Capital and Public Improvements Program 

 
The Agency proposes to continue to include projects within its Capital and Public 
Improvements Program designed to improve the Project Area’s infrastructure.  These 
projects may include street and streetscape improvements, water distribution system 
improvements, sewer and storm drain improvements, repair and undergrounding of 
utilities; development of additional open space, construction or rehabilitation and 
upgrading of Police, Fire, Public Health, Library, educational and other public facilities 
buildings and public parking lot improvements. 
 

2. Commercial Revitalization Program 
 

The Agency plans to implement this program in a variety of ways.  These will include 
programs such as business assistance and expansion, building and façade improvement 
assistance, the Central Area Clean-up Project (identification of substandard sites and 
subsequent clean-up, beautification or demolition), formation of business improvement 
districts, and the promotion of new and continuing private sector investment.  In addition, 
the Agency will, as opportunities arise, participate in major land use management efforts 
designed to encourage commercial activities.  These may include design for 
development, development strategies, advise to the City’s Planning and Building 
Department regarding appropriate zoning for commercial corridors, the development of 
architectural design guidelines, and the completion of other related land use studies.  
Further, the Agency will designate potentially desirable commercial properties for private 
development, select developers through the Request for Qualifications process and 
assist with the assembly of land to accommodate acceptable commercial development. 
 

3. Neighborhood Revitalization Program 
 
This program will be implemented in conjunction with the City’s Neighborhood Services 
Bureau, the Neighborhood Revitalization Program includes rebates and loans for 
improvement of existing deteriorated residential properties, a security component, graffiti 
removal and prevention, the creation of Neighborhood Preservation Areas and the 
issuance of Certificates of Conformance and related efforts. 
 

4. Affordable Housing Program 
 

A program to increase the supply of affordable housing will be implemented.  Please 
refer to Attachment 5 entitled “Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Fund Expenditure 
Plan” for a detailed program description.  In addition, expenditure of housing set-aside 
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funds is to be governed by the terms set forth in Redevelopment Agency Resolution No. 
R.A. 20-93, adopted on August 23, 1993, which states, in part, that “the Agency will 
assure that expenditures for low- and moderate-income housing in the Project Area will 
not be less than the amount contributed to the housing fund from the Project Area.” 
 

5. Atlantic Avenue Corridor Revitalization 
 

This program addressed the efforts to revitalize the Atlantic Corridor, primarily from 
Pacific Coast Highway to Willow Street.  The focus will be on land acquisition using 
HOME funds to develop additional home ownership opportunities along the Corridor. 
 
B. HOW THE PROPOSED PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS WILL IMPROVE OR 

ALLEVIATE EXISTING CONDITIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA  
 

The Agency’s proposed program of redevelopment is designed to alleviate the most 
prevalent conditions of blight, as discussed above, that are found in the Project Area.  
The Agency cannot solely eliminate all conditions of blight.  However, the Agency 
intends to act as a catalyst to spur the private sector and area residents and businesses 
to further assist in the revitalization of the Project Area. 
 
Depending upon the specific Projects undertaken under the Capital and Public 
Improvements program, infrastructure related blighting conditions such as a lack of 
public improvements and deficient storm drains, streets and sewer systems, will be 
addressed by the Capital Improvement Program.  Each reflects a shortfall between 
current demand for public improvements and the level of service provided.  As capital 
improvements are made, the shortfall or gap between adequate levels of service and 
then current levels will be reduced. 
 
Implementation of the Commercial Revitalization Program will reduce one or more of the 
blighting conditions described in Section III of the Report.  Commercial Revitalization 
impacts both physical deterioration, such as the need for exterior paint or the need to 
eliminate obsolescence though façade and site improvements, and economic conditions 
such as commercial vacancies.  A more successful commercial area will naturally 
generate employment opportunities.  The specific blighting conditions impacted will be 
dependant upon opportunities presented and the public and private participation in the 
various components of the program. 
 
The Neighborhood Revitalization Program will address physical blight such as defective 
design, building code violations, deterioration, dilapidation and deferred maintenance.  
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Additionally, new investments and economic opportunities will be encouraged through a 
general improvement in the area’s appearance. 
 
The Affordable Housing Program will address the various forms of physical blight linked 
to the program, which include structural deterioration and dilapidated, and deferred 
maintenance.  In addition, blighting conditions such as housing in inappropriate locations 
are overcrowding may be eliminated by the implementation of this program. 
 
The Atlantic Avenue Corridor Revitalization Program will address physical blight such as 
deterioration, dilapidation and deferred maintenance.  Additionally, new investments and 
economic opportunities will be encouraged through a general improvement in the area’s 
appearance.

R EL AT IO N SH IP  B ET W EE N  T H E AG EN C Y ’S  PR O P O SED   
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V. PROPOSED METHOD OF FINANCING THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN, ECONOMIC 

FEASIBILITY, AND REASONS FOR INCLUDING TAX INCREMENT FINANCING 
 

Section 33344.5(d) of the California Redevelopment Law (CRL) provides that the Report for the 
adoption of the Redevelopment Plan for the Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project 
contain a preliminary assessment of the proposed method of financing the redevelopment of the 
Project Area, including an assessment of economic feasibility and the reasons for including a 
provision for the division of taxes pursuant to Section 33670 of the CRL.   
 
Economic feasibility, for purposes of this analysis, is defined to be a comparative analysis of 
anticipated costs for implementation of the Plan to the resulting revenues expected to be generated 
by the Project Area.  Under existing redevelopment law, the effectiveness of the Plan is limited to a 
maximum of 30 years (except for payment of indebtedness and the enforcement of covenants) and 
the collection of tax increment to repay indebtedness may occur for an additional 15 years 
thereafter.  These assumptions have been incorporated in the economic feasibility. 

 
This analysis is intended to provide a preliminary assessment of the proposed method of financing 
the redevelopment of the Project Area as authorized under existing law.  This Report is also 
intended to provide an assessment of the economic feasibility of the Project Area and reasons for 
including tax increment financing and other financing sources in the Plan.  
 
This section contains a general discussion of the costs associated with the anticipated 
redevelopment program of activities, and an evaluation of the general financing methods that may 
be available to the Agency.  Economic feasibility is determined through a summarized feasibility 
cash flow analysis for the Project Area as summarized on Table 13. 

 
A. ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 

 
A determination of economic feasibility requires an identification of the potential costs 
associated with redevelopment of the Project Area.  Redevelopment could require 
significant participation from the Agency in activities to promote and achieve the goals and 
objectives of the Plan and to address blighting conditions.  The implementation strategy 
also includes programs to assist in the creation and retention of affordable housing 
opportunities in the community.  The proposed activities and programs of the Plan are as 
follows: 

 
1. Affordable Housing Program  
2. Capital and Public Improvement Program 
3. Commercial Revitalization Program 
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4. Neighborhood Revitalization Program 
5. Atlantic Avenue Corridor Revitalization Program 
6. Project Administration 
 

The Plan described in this Report outlines a set of activities to be implemented by the 
Agency for the purpose of facilitating private reinvestment in the Project Area and 
eliminating physical and economic blighting influences, and increasing, improving and 
preserving the community’s supply of low- and moderate-income housing.  The estimated 
cost of the proposed redevelopment programs over the life of the Plan is as follows: 

 
Affordable Housing  
Capital and Public Improvements 
Commercial Revitalization 
Neighborhood Revitalization 
Atlantic Avenue Corridor Revitalization 
Project Administration 
Debt Repayment 
Total Estimated Costs 

$79,351,000
79,687,000
31,875,000
23,906,000
7,969,000

15,936,000
      146,354,000

  $385,078,000
 

 
1. Affordable Housing Program  
 

The Agency is required to deposit 20 percent of gross tax increment revenues generated 
by the Project Area into the Agency’s Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Fund for the 
purposes of increasing, improving and preserving the community’s supply of low- and 
moderate-income housing.  Low- and moderate-income housing activities would be 
based upon existing programs of the Agency overall.  Total housing set aside revenues 
projected to be available from the Project Area total $79,351,000, as projected on the 
Table 13 cash flow.    

 
2. Capital and Public Improvements Program 

 
A capital and public improvements program would be designed to improve the Project 
Area’s infrastructure and could include street and streetscape improvements, water 
distribution system improvements, sewer and storm drain improvements, repair and 
undergrounding of utilities, development of additional open space, construction or 
rehabilitation and upgrading of police, fire, public health, library, education and other public 
facilities.  For purposes of the economic feasibility analysis outlined on Table 13, it has 
been assumed that 50 percent of net available Project Area revenues will be annually 
budgeted for this program, totaling $79,687,000 over the life of the Plan. 
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3. Commercial Revitalization Program  

 
A commercial revitalization program could include business assistance and expansion, 
building and façade improvement assistance, funding for the Central Area Clean Up 
Project, formation of business improvement districts and the promotion of new and 
continuing private sector investment.  As opportunities may occur, the Agency may also 
elect to participate in major land use management efforts designed to encourage 
commercial activities in the Project Area and to designate potentially desirable commercial 
properties for private development, select developers through the Request for 
Qualifications process and assist with the assembly of land to accommodate acceptable 
commercial development.  For purposes of the economic feasibility analysis outlined on 
Table 13, it has been assumed that 20 percent of net available Project Area revenues will 
be annually budgeted for this program, totaling $31,875,000 over the life of the Plan. 

  
4. Neighborhood Revitalization Program 

 
A neighborhood revitalization program implemented in conjunction with the City’s 
Neighborhood Services Bureau, could provide on-going rebate and loan assistance for the 
improvement of existing deteriorated residential properties, security, graffiti removal and 
prevention, creation of neighborhood preservation areas and the issuance of Certificates of 
Conformance and other related efforts.  For purposes of the economic feasibility analysis 
outlined on Table 13, it has been assumed that 15 percent of net available Project Area 
revenues will be annually budgeted for this program, totaling $23,906,000 over the life of 
the Plan.  

 
5. Atlantic Avenue Corridor Revitalization Program 

 
This program could concentrate on revitalization efforts on the Atlantic Avenue corridor, 
primarily between Pacific Coast Highway and Willow Street.  The program could include 
land acquisition activities to develop additional home ownership opportunities in the future.  
In addition to tax increment revenues, the Agency may also pursue other funding sources 
such as HOME Funds.  For purposes of the economic feasibility analysis outlined on Table 
13, it has been assumed that 5 percent of net available Project Area revenues will be 
annually budgeted for this program, totaling $7,969,000 over the life of the Plan. 
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6. Project Administration 

 
Project administration activities would include the preparation and administration of overall 
redevelopment programs, including budgeting, monitoring, reporting and auditing services. 
For purposes of the economic feasibility analysis outlined on Table 13, it has been 
assumed that 10 percent of net available Project Area revenues will be annually budgeted 
for this program, totaling $15,936,000 over the life of the Plan.  

 

7. Debt Repayment  
 
The Agency will consider funding alternatives allowable under the CRL to finance the 
anticipated redevelopment programs discussed above, including, for purposes of this 
analysis, the issuance of tax allocation bonds.  The Agency may utilize tax increment 
revenues generated in the Project Area to secure the debt service of tax allocation bonds to 
assist in the financing of anticipated project costs.  The issuance of tax-exempt bonds and 
the use of said proceeds are subject to certain federal tax restrictions.  

 
The feasibility cash flow assumes that the Agency will issue tax allocation bonds 
commencing in the second year after the plan adoption, in which tax increment revenues 
are projected to be sufficient to support net bond proceeds totaling $5,749,000.  In the 
fourth, sixth and twentieth years after the plan adoption, net tax increment revenues are 
assumed to be used for the issuance of additional new bonds. The combined bonded 
indebtedness projected to be issued by the Agency over this period shown on Table 13 and 
totals $66,287,000.  The aggregate principal and interest payments for the combined bond 
series over the life of the Plan is projected to total $146,354,000 and the resulting net 
interest cost totals approximately $80,067,000 (based upon an assumed bond interest rate 
of 6 percent, a coverage ratio of 25 percent, net proceeds factor of 12 percent, and 
capitalized over a maximum 30-year term). 

 
B. FINANCING METHODS AVAILABLE TO THE AGENCY 
 
The Plan is prepared with the intent of providing the Agency with the necessary legal 
authority and flexibility to implement the revitalization of the Project Area.  The Plan 
authorizes the Agency to finance the Project with financial assistance from any or all of the 
following sources: (1) City of Long Beach; (2) State of California; (3) federal government; 
(4) tax increment funds in accordance with provisions of the existing CRL; (5) Agency 
bonds; (6) interest income; (7) loans from private financial institutions; (8) lease or sale of 
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Agency-owned property; (9) donations; and (10) any other legally available public or private 
sources. 
 
Current provisions of the CRL provide authority to the Agency to create indebtedness, 
issue bonds, borrow funds or obtain advances in implementing and carrying out the specific 
intents of a redevelopment plan.  The Agency is authorized to fund the principal and 
interest on the indebtedness, bond issues, borrowed funds or advances from tax increment 
revenue and any other funds available to the Agency.  To the extent that it is able to do so, 
the City may also supply additional assistance through City loans or grants for various 
public facilities or other project costs.  

 
Potential revenue sources to fund project costs, as assumed in this economic feasibility 
cash flow, include, but are not limited to, tax increment revenues and interest earnings.  
The resources projected to be available to finance the anticipated redevelopment 
programs are summarized as follows: 

 
Net Tax Increment Revenue 
Housing Set Aside  
Future Net Bond Proceeds 
Other Sources - Interest & Fund Balance 
Total Aggregate Resources  

$230,671,000
79,351,000
66,287,000

           8,770,000
$385,079,000

 
1.      Net Tax Increment Revenues 

 
A summary of the projection of the incremental taxable values and resulting tax 
increment revenues for the Project Area over the term of the Plan is shown on Table 14.  
Although not projected on Table 14, tax increments generated from the Project Area 
could be allocated to the Agency for up to an additional 15 years after the Plan 
termination date to repay indebtedness incurred from tax allocation bonds assumed on 
Table 13.  The net total tax increment revenues for the Project Area over the 45-year 
debt repayment limit of the Project Area amounts to $230,671,000.  The amount is net of 
County administrative charges, the 20 percent housing set aside requirement and the 
AB 1290 statutory pass through obligations to affected taxing agencies. 
 
Tax increment revenues are based upon increases in the annual incremental assessed 
valuation of the Project Area, which result from near term new construction activities 
identified by Agency staff and the real property annual inflationary increase allowable under 
Article XIIIA of the California Constitution.   Commencing in the second year of the Table 13 
projection, an additional 1 percent real property growth factor is assumed to reflect future 
transfers of ownership or new development activities which may occur throughout the 
Project Area.  
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2. Housing Set Aside Revenue 
 

The Agency is required to deposit 20 percent of gross tax increment revenues generated 
by the Project Area into the Agency’s Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Fund for the 
purposes of increasing, improving and preserving the community’s supply of low- and 
moderate-income housing.  Total housing set aside revenues projected to be available 
from the Project Area total $79,351,000, as projected on the Table 13 cash flow. 
 

3. Future Net Bond Proceeds 
 
The Agency may pledge tax increment revenues to secure the principal and interest 
payments of tax allocation bonds issued to finance anticipated program costs.  The 
issuance of tax-exempt bonds and the use of said proceeds are subject to federal tax 
restrictions.  The economic feasibility of the financing plan reflected on Table 13 is based 
upon the Agency’s issuance of tax allocation bonds generating approximately $66,287,000 
in net proceeds.  The feasibility cash flow assumes that the Agency will consider tax 
allocation bond financing and other loan financing alternatives. 

 
4. Interest Earnings 
 

The Agency may receive interest earnings generated from funds on deposit in the bond 
reserve funds, project operating funds, housing set aside funds and other special funds 
established for the Project Area.  Bond reserve funds are assumed to maintain a fund 
balance equivalent to outstanding debt service.  Interest earnings are based upon an 
assumed 6 percent rate and are applied to the balances available in the respective 
funds. 

C. PROPOSED FINANCING METHOD, ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY, AND 
REASONS FOR INCLUDING TAX INCREMENT FINANCING 

 
The anticipated costs for revitalization in the Project Area will require participation from 
the Agency as it implements activities, which promote and achieve the stated goals and 
objectives of the Redevelopment Plan.  Funding of the Project Area’s costs is anticipated 
to come from one or more sources of funds available to the Project Area, including the 
issuance of new tax allocation bond proceeds.  As projected on the Table 13 cash flow, 
sufficient future discretionary funding resources are projected to become available for 
the financing of the Project Area’s redevelopment programs. 
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The economic feasibility summarized on Table 13 was created to represent one scenario of 
economic feasibility.  At the discretion of the Agency, other funding sources discussed 
above may also represent viable funding alternatives for economic feasibility of the Plan. 
Although the Agency may consider other funding sources permitted in the Plan, not all of 
the funding sources may be available or be feasible for the Agency to use in financing any 
revenue shortfalls.  In the event that neither the City nor the private market acting alone 
could fully bear the costs associated with revitalization of the Project Area, the 
implementation of a redevelopment program utilizing tax increment revenues must be 
considered as a viable financing tool.  The Agency will maintain full discretion over the 
commitment of annual available resources to future projects and programs as priorities 
are updated and revised for the Project Area. 

 
D. BONDED INDEBTEDNESS LIMIT FOR THE PROJECT AREA 

 
A bonded indebtedness limit, as required by the CRL for inclusion in the Plan, has been 
determined.  The total bonds supported in whole or in part by tax increment revenues, 
which may be outstanding at one time, may not exceed $2,000,000,000.  The bonded 
indebtedness limit has been determined based on targeted redevelopment implementation 
and administrative costs over the remaining life of the Project Area. 



Table 13
Economic Feasibility Cash Flow 
Central Project Proposed Re-Adoption
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency
 (000's Omitted)

    Debt Incurrence -->
Re-Adopted Plan Year: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21

I. Resources:
  Tax Increment Revenue (Table IV-2) 0 593 920 1,258 1,605 1,962 2,330 2,708 3,098 3,499 3,824 4,159 4,503 4,857 5,222 5,598 5,985 6,383 6,793 7,214
  Housing Set Aside (Table IV-2) 0 197 306 419 535 654 776 902 1,032 1,166 1,304 1,445 1,591 1,741 1,896 2,055 2,219 2,387 2,561 2,739
  Future Net Bond Proceeds 0 5,749 0 6,443 0 6,826 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47,268
  Interest Earnings at 6% 0 0 28 28 60 60 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94

Total Projected Resources 0 6,539 1,254 8,148 2,200 9,502 3,200 3,704 4,224 4,759 5,222 5,698 6,188 6,692 7,212 7,747 8,298 8,864 9,448 57,315

II. Expenditures:
  Future Bond Debt Service 0 0 474 474 1,006 1,006 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570 1,570
  Affordable Housing Program 0 197 306 419 535 654 776 902 1,032 1,166 1,304 1,445 1,591 1,741 1,896 2,055 2,219 2,387 2,561 2,739
  Capital & Public Improvements at 50% 0 3,171 237 3,628 330 3,921 427 616 811 1,012 1,174 1,342 1,514 1,691 1,873 2,061 2,255 2,454 2,659 26,503
  Commercial Revitalization at 20% 0 1,268 95 1,451 132 1,568 171 246 324 405 470 537 605 676 749 824 902 981 1,063 10,601
  Neighborhood Revitalization at 15% 0 951 71 1,088 99 1,176 128 185 243 303 352 402 454 507 562 618 676 736 798 7,951
  Atlantic Ave Corridor Revitalization at 5% 0 317 24 363 33 392 43 62 81 101 117 134 151 169 187 206 225 245 266 2,650
  Project Administration at 10% 0 634 47 726 66 784 85 123 162 202 235 268 303 338 375 412 451 491 532 5,301

Total Projected Expenditures 0 6,539 1,254 8,148 2,200 9,502 3,200 3,704 4,224 4,759 5,222 5,698 6,188 6,692 7,212 7,747 8,298 8,864 9,448 57,315

Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Table 13
Economic Feasibility Cash Flow 
Central Project Proposed Re-Adoption
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency
 (000's Omitted)

Re-Adopted Plan Year:

I. Resources:
  Tax Increment Revenue (Table IV-2)
  Housing Set Aside (Table IV-2)
  Future Net Bond Proceeds
  Interest Earnings at 6%

Total Projected Resources

II. Expenditures:
  Future Bond Debt Service
  Affordable Housing Program
  Capital & Public Improvements at 50%
  Commercial Revitalization at 20%
  Neighborhood Revitalization at 15%
  Atlantic Ave Corridor Revitalization at 5%
  Project Administration at 10%

Total Projected Expenditures

New Plan Limit -->
21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39

2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30 2030-31 2031-32 2032-33 2033-34 2034-35 2035-36 2036-37 2037-38 2038-39 2039-40

7,649 8,096 8,556 9,030 9,518 10,020 10,537 11,069 11,617 12,182 5,425 4,980 4,980 4,480 4,480 3,949 3,949 3,949 3,949
2,923 3,112 3,307 3,508 3,715 3,927 4,146 4,372 4,604 4,843 1,356 1,245 1,245 1,120 1,120 987 987 987 987

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
346 346 346 346 346 346 346 346 346 346 346 317 317 285 285 252 252 252 252

10,918 11,554 12,209 12,884 13,579 14,293 15,029 15,787 16,567 17,371 7,127 6,542 6,542 5,885 5,885 5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188

5,771 5,771 5,771 5,771 5,771 5,771 5,771 5,771 5,771 5,771 5,771 5,297 5,297 4,765 4,765 4,201 4,201 4,201 4,201
2,923 3,112 3,307 3,508 3,715 3,927 4,146 4,372 4,604 4,843 1,356 1,245 1,245 1,120 1,120 987 987 987 987
1,112 1,336 1,566 1,803 2,047 2,298 2,556 2,822 3,096 3,379 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

445 534 626 721 819 919 1,022 1,129 1,238 1,351 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
334 401 470 541 614 689 767 847 929 1,014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
111 134 157 180 205 230 256 282 310 338 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
222 267 313 361 409 460 511 564 619 676 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10,918 11,554 12,209 12,884 13,579 14,293 15,029 15,787 16,567 17,371 7,127 6,542 6,542 5,885 5,885 5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188

Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Table 13
Economic Feasibility Cash Flow 
Central Project Proposed Re-Adoption
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency
 (000's Omitted)

Re-Adopted Plan Year:

I. Resources:
  Tax Increment Revenue (Table IV-2)
  Housing Set Aside (Table IV-2)
  Future Net Bond Proceeds
  Interest Earnings at 6%

Total Projected Resources

II. Expenditures:
  Future Bond Debt Service
  Affordable Housing Program
  Capital & Public Improvements at 50%
  Commercial Revitalization at 20%
  Neighborhood Revitalization at 15%
  Atlantic Ave Corridor Revitalization at 5%
  Project Administration at 10%

Total Projected Expenditures

New Debt Repayment Limit -->
40 41 42 43 44 45

2040-41 2041-42 2042-43 2043-44 2044-45 2045-46 Totals

3,949 3,949 3,949 3,949 3,949 0 230,671
987 987 987 987 987 0 79,351

0 0 0 0 0 0 66,287
252 252 252 252 252 0 8,770

5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188 0 385,079

4,201 4,201 4,201 4,201 4,201 0 146,354
987 987 987 987 987 0 79,351

0 0 0 0 0 0 79,687
0 0 0 0 0 0 31,875
0 0 0 0 0 0 23,906
0 0 0 0 0 0 7,969
0 0 0 0 0 0 15,937

5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188 5,188 0 385,078
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Table 14
Tax Increment Projection
Central Project Proposed Re-Adoption
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency
(000's Omitted) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Re-Adopted 
Base Year

Ist Year of TI 
Receipt

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12

I. Real Property 1,690,885 1,690,885 1,733,829 1,788,904 1,842,571 1,897,848 1,954,783 2,013,427 2,073,830 2,136,044 2,200,126 2,266,130
Inflationary Growth 0 33,818 52,015 53,667 55,277 56,935 58,643 60,403 62,215 64,081 66,004 67,984
New Development Value Added 0 9,126 3,060 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Real Property 1,690,885 1,733,829 1,788,904 1,842,571 1,897,848 1,954,783 2,013,427 2,073,830 2,136,044 2,200,126 2,266,130 2,334,113

II. Personal Property & SBE 202,873 202,873 203,710 205,747 207,804 209,882 211,981 214,101 216,242 218,404 220,589 222,794
Appeal Value Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 202,873 202,873 203,710 205,747 207,804 209,882 211,981 214,101 216,242 218,404 220,589 222,794
Inflationary Growth 0 0 2,037 2,057 2,078 2,099 2,120 2,141 2,162 2,184 2,206 2,228
New Development Value Added 0 837 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Personal Property 202,873 203,710 205,747 207,804 209,882 211,981 214,101 216,242 218,404 220,589 222,794 225,022

III. Total Project Value 1,893,758 1,937,538 1,994,650 2,050,375 2,107,730 2,166,764 2,227,528 2,290,072 2,354,449 2,420,714 2,488,924 2,559,136
Less Base Value (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758)
Incremental Value Over Base 0 43,780 100,892 156,617 213,972 273,006 333,769 396,313 460,690 526,956 595,166 665,377

IV. Gross Tax Revenue 0 0 1,009 1,566 2,140 2,730 3,338 3,963 4,607 5,270 5,952 6,654
Less County Admin Fees at 2% 0 0 (20) (31) (43) (55) (67) (79) (92) (105) (119) (133)
Subtotal 0 0 989 1,535 2,097 2,675 3,271 3,884 4,515 5,164 5,833 6,521

Less Housing Set Aside at 20% 0 0 (198) (307) (419) (535) (654) (777) (903) (1,033) (1,167) (1,304)
Less Statutory Pass Through at 20% NA 0 (198) (307) (419) (535) (654) (777) (903) (1,033) (1,167) (1,304)
Less Statutory Pass Through at 16.8% NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (88)
Less Statutory Pass Through at 11.2% NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

V. Net Tax Increment Revenue 0 0 593 921 1,258 1,605 1,963 2,330 2,709 3,099 3,500 3,825

Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Table 14
Tax Increment Projection
Central Project Proposed Re-Adoption
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency
(000's Omitted)

I. Real Property
Inflationary Growth
New Development Value Added
Total Real Property

II. Personal Property & SBE
Appeal Value Change 
Subtotal
Inflationary Growth
New Development Value Added
Total Personal Property

III. Total Project Value
Less Base Value
Incremental Value Over Base

IV. Gross Tax Revenue 
Less County Admin Fees at 2%
Subtotal

Less Housing Set Aside at 20%
Less Statutory Pass Through at 20%
Less Statutory Pass Through at 16.8%
Less Statutory Pass Through at 11.2%

V. Net Tax Increment Revenue

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

2,334,113 2,404,137 2,476,261 2,550,549 2,627,065 2,705,877 2,787,053 2,870,665 2,956,785 3,045,489 3,136,853 3,230,959
70,023 72,124 74,288 76,516 78,812 81,176 83,612 86,120 88,704 91,365 94,106 96,929

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2,404,137 2,476,261 2,550,549 2,627,065 2,705,877 2,787,053 2,870,665 2,956,785 3,045,489 3,136,853 3,230,959 3,327,888

225,022 227,273 229,545 231,841 234,159 236,501 238,866 241,254 243,667 246,104 248,565 251,050
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

225,022 227,273 229,545 231,841 234,159 236,501 238,866 241,254 243,667 246,104 248,565 251,050
2,250 2,273 2,295 2,318 2,342 2,365 2,389 2,413 2,437 2,461 2,486 2,511

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
227,273 229,545 231,841 234,159 236,501 238,866 241,254 243,667 246,104 248,565 251,050 253,561

2,631,409 2,705,806 2,782,389 2,861,224 2,942,378 3,025,919 3,111,919 3,200,452 3,291,592 3,385,418 3,482,009 3,581,448
(1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758)

737,651 812,048 888,631 967,466 1,048,619 1,132,161 1,218,161 1,306,694 1,397,834 1,491,659 1,588,251 1,687,690

7,377 8,120 8,886 9,675 10,486 11,322 12,182 13,067 13,978 14,917 15,883 16,877
(148) (162) (178) (193) (210) (226) (244) (261) (280) (298) (318) (338)

7,229 7,958 8,709 9,481 10,276 11,095 11,938 12,806 13,699 14,618 15,565 16,539

(1,446) (1,592) (1,742) (1,896) (2,055) (2,219) (2,388) (2,561) (2,740) (2,924) (3,113) (3,308)
(1,446) (1,592) (1,742) (1,896) (2,055) (2,219) (2,388) (2,561) (2,740) (2,924) (3,113) (3,308)

(178) (271) (367) (466) (567) (672) (780) (890) (1,004) (1,122) (1,243) (1,367)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4,159 4,503 4,858 5,223 5,598 5,985 6,383 6,793 7,215 7,649 8,096 8,557
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Table 14
Tax Increment Projection
Central Project Proposed Re-Adoption
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency
(000's Omitted)

I. Real Property
Inflationary Growth
New Development Value Added
Total Real Property

II. Personal Property & SBE
Appeal Value Change 
Subtotal
Inflationary Growth
New Development Value Added
Total Personal Property

III. Total Project Value
Less Base Value
Incremental Value Over Base

IV. Gross Tax Revenue 
Less County Admin Fees at 2%
Subtotal

Less Housing Set Aside at 20%
Less Statutory Pass Through at 20%
Less Statutory Pass Through at 16.8%
Less Statutory Pass Through at 11.2%

V. Net Tax Increment Revenue

24 25 26 27 28 29 30

Re-Adopted 
Plan Limit

2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30 2030-31

3,327,888 3,427,724 3,530,556 3,636,473 3,745,567 3,857,934 3,973,672
99,837 102,832 105,917 109,094 112,367 115,738 119,210

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3,427,724 3,530,556 3,636,473 3,745,567 3,857,934 3,973,672 4,092,882

253,561 256,096 258,657 261,244 263,856 266,495 269,160
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

253,561 256,096 258,657 261,244 263,856 266,495 269,160
2,536 2,561 2,587 2,612 2,639 2,665 2,692

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
256,096 258,657 261,244 263,856 266,495 269,160 271,852

3,683,821 3,789,213 3,897,717 4,009,423 4,124,429 4,242,832 4,364,733
(1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758) (1,893,758)
1,790,062 1,895,455 2,003,958 2,115,665 2,230,670 2,349,073 2,470,975

17,901 18,955 20,040 21,157 22,307 23,491 24,710
(358) (379) (401) (423) (446) (470) (494)

17,543 18,575 19,639 20,734 21,861 23,021 24,216

(3,509) (3,715) (3,928) (4,147) (4,372) (4,604) (4,843)
(3,509) (3,715) (3,928) (4,147) (4,372) (4,604) (4,843)
(1,495) (1,627) (1,763) (1,903) (2,046) (2,195) (2,347)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9,030 9,518 10,021 10,538 11,070 11,618 12,182
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Table 15
New Development Value Added
Central Project Proposed Re-Adoption
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency
(000's Omitted)

Total
Unit Value

   Scope of Development Value Added 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08

1 Carrows Restaurant
  Improvements 4,800 sq ft 136.00 653 0 653 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Personal Property 4,800 sq ft 25.00 120 0 120 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 Top Value Market
  Improvements - Market 25,000 sq ft 74.00 1,850 0 1,850 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Improvements - Retail 7,280 sq ft 73.00 531 0 531 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Improvements - Restaurant 4,350 sq ft 136.00 592 0 592 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Personal Property - Market 25,000 sq ft 15.00 375 0 375 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Personal Property - Retail 7,280 sq ft 10.00 73 0 73 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Personal Property - Restaurant 4,350 sq ft 25.00 109 0 109 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 Renaissance Walk
  Improvements - Residential 40 SFR 180,000 7,200 0 4,140 3,060 0 0 0 0 0

4 Walgreen's Drug Store
  Improvements 16,000 sq ft 85.00 1,360 0 1,360 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Personal Property 16,000 sq ft 10.00 160 0 160 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Real Property Value Added 12,186 0 9,126 3,060 0 0 0 0 0
Total Personal Property Value Added 837 0 837 0 0 0 0 0 0

Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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VI. DISCUSSION OF WHY PRIVATE ENTERPRISE ACTING ALONE OR ALTERNATIVE 

FINANCING IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO ELIMINATE BLIGHT 
 
The deteriorated physical and depressed economic conditions now existing in the Project Area 
and more extensively described in Section III of this Report, cannot reasonably be expected to 
be reversed or alleviated by private enterprise or government action, or both, without the 
authority of redevelopment because there is little incentive for the private sector to invest in the 
area, and there is a lack of public funding and resources to correct deficiencies.  Private 
investment and development in the Project Area has been hindered because of a variety of risks 
associated with investment in the Project Area.  Government action, in and of itself, cannot 
reverse all of the conditions that cause blight in the Project Area, nor can it reduce the risk of 
private sector investment by eliminating the constraints to development without the authority 
and powers of redevelopment.   
 
Over time the needs, standards and expectations of the citizenry have changed, while buildings, 
structures and infrastructure facilities have worn, aged and become inadequate.  Circulation 
patterns are inadequate, outdated and hazardous.  Public facilities and amenities have not kept 
pace with changing expectations, nor have the presentation, offering and variety of economic 
goods and services.  The combined affects of these conditions have resulted in an area 
experiencing severe decline, which cannot reasonably be reversed by private enterprise action 
alone.  Therefore, the Project Area will not improve, depriving its inhabitants of the 
opportunities, security and life style, which are available to the citizens living in economically 
and physically prosperous locales.  More specific reasons for this conclusion are as follows: 
 

A. LACK OF ECONOMIC MOTIVATION CAUSED BY EXCESSIVE RISK 
 

Business development requires a reasonable expectation of success.  As previously 
discussed, the assessed valuation for the Project Area has declined since 1993 and 
taxable sales per capita are significantly lower than the City and County as a whole, 
which coupled with the existing physical blighting conditions described in Section III of 
this Report, discourages private investment within the Project Area.  Furthermore, the 
decrease in assessed values and the low taxable sales limit the available revenues to 
the City for use as a tool to attempt to revitalize the area.  The unwillingness of the 
private sector and the inability of the public sector to effectuate redevelopment due to 
the blighting conditions prevalent in the Project Area limits job creation, job opportunities 
and housing opportunities for citizens, and has fostered social conditions (residential 
overcrowding and a high crime rate) that deteriorates the lives of persons living and 
working in the Project Area.   
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B.  LACK OF ECONOMIC MOTIVATION CAUSED BY EXCESSIVE COSTS 
 

Redevelopment of declining, deteriorated and/or dilapidated urban development is 
substantially more expensive than new development of raw land.  Redevelopment 
requires the renovation, modernization and/or destruction of all or portions of existing 
improvements.  These efforts are generally performed under restricted conditions so as 
to avoid damage and nuisance to adjacent structures and residences.  These costs are 
all in addition to land costs rendering redevelopment more expensive, non-competitive 
and high risk compared to raw land development. 

C.  THE PROJECT AREA’S LACK OF COMPETITIVE STANCE VIS-À-VIS OTHER 
LOCATIONS  

 
Private enterprise is often attracted to communities where government can provide it 
with assistance to establish operations, which will provide employment opportunities for 
local residents.  The subject area must have a functioning redevelopment project area 
with continued financial resources, which is able to use the tools afforded by provisions 
of the CCRL as part of its program to revitalize and improve its aging commercial district 
and other blighted areas. The Project Area is at a disadvantage with newer undeveloped 
areas that do not have redevelopment agency assistance available, since private 
enterprise is attracted to newer areas thereby avoiding the problems identified in Section 
III of this Report. 

The foregoing reasons are compelling in reaching the conclusion that blight will not be 
eliminated in the Project Area by private enterprise acting alone.  The size and scope of 
deficiencies found within the Project Area require the combination of public and private 
resources and effort to reach a successful conclusion. 

The proposed improvement projects and programs for the comprehensive redevelopment of the 
Project Area are discussed in Section V of this Report and anticipated expenditures total 
$385,078,000 in 2000 dollars. 
 
Alternative funds are available under various rules, conditions and circumstances.  However, 
these funds alone and/or cumulatively are inadequate to accomplish the proposed projects and 
programs.  Without redevelopment, there are a number of funding sources potentially available 
to municipalities in California.  Some of these, such as community development block grants, 
economic development administration grants and SBA loans and loan guarantees, derive from 
the Federal government.  Regrettably, the availability of money from these programs, 
particularly Federal programs, has become less available and more restrictive in recent years.   
Furthermore, the general amount of dollars available is inadequate to meet the Project's needs 
and is often not eligible/applicable for redevelopment project use. 
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Other financing alternatives, such as enterprise zone funding, State commerce department 
grants and loans, and employment training grants and loans, derive from state government.  
While still others, such as industrial development and mortgage backed revenues bonds, private 
bank CRA financing, assessment district financing, and private/public financing sources, derives 
from private and “off-budget” governmental sources.  However, this type of funding is difficult to 
implement because of certain restrictions.  As an example, Mello-Roos and general obligation 
bonds require a two-thirds vote of the electorate and assessment districts require a majority of 
electorate votes.  Furthermore, the city runs the risk of overburdening property owners with 
taxes and assessments.  
 
Unfortunately, none of the above-described financing alternatives are under local control, or are 
definite and ongoing.  All are subject to their own budgetary constraints, at the Federal or State 
level, and are further subject to lengthy application or arcane administrative procedures which 
make ready application of their benefits to any given real estate transaction, in which "time is of 
the essence," problematic at best.  Thus, foregoing analysis confirms the fact that tax increment 
financing must remain the principal source of financing with consideration given to other 
methods in appropriate circumstances. 
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VII. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 

Per Section 33352c of the CRL, the Implementation Plan prepared as part of the Report 
to City Council must describe the specific goals and objectives of the Agency, specific 
projects proposed by the Agency, including a program of actions and expenditures 
proposed to be made within the first five years of the Plan, and a description of how 
these projects will improve or alleviate the blighting conditions in the Project Area.  
 
Per Section 33490 of the CRL, the five-year Implementation Plan must state the goals 
and objectives, show how the proposed projects, programs and expenditures will 
alleviate blight, and show how the requirements for low- and moderate-income housing 
in the community will be met.  Included as Appendix D to this Report is the Five-Year 
Implementation Plan adopted by the Agency on November 8, 1999 for the Central Long 
Beach Redevelopment Project.  Although this Implementation Plan was adopted for the 
Existing Project Area as the boundaries are depicted in the 1993 Plan, the re-adoption of 
the Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project will use the same Implementation Plan 
since the goals and objectives, specific projects proposed by the Agency, program of 
actions and expenditures, and how these projects will improve or alleviate the blighting 
conditions in the Project Area are exactly the same. 
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VIII. METHOD OR PLAN FOR RELOCATION 

 
Section 33352(f) of the CRL requires that the Agency’s Report to the City Council contain a 
"Method or Plan" for the relocation of families and persons to be temporarily or permanently 
displaced from housing facilities in the project area, which...shall include the provision required 
by Section 33411.1. 
 
Section 33411 of the CRL requires the Agency to prepare a feasible "method or plan" for 
relocation of families or persons to be temporarily or permanently displaced from housing 
facilities in the Project Area, and for nonprofit local community institutions to be temporarily or 
permanently displaced from facilities actually used for institutional purposes in the Project Area.  
Section 33411.1 requires the legislative body to insure that "...such method or plan of the 
agency...shall provide that no persons or families of low- and moderate- income shall be 
displaced unless and until there is a suitable housing unit available and ready for occupancy by 
such displaced person or family at rents comparable to those at the time of their displacement.  
Such housing units shall be suitable to the needs of such displaced persons or families and 
must be decent, safe, sanitary, and otherwise standard dwelling.  The agency shall not displace 
such person or family until such housing units are available and ready for occupancy." 
 
The Agency has prepared a General Relocation Plan (see Appendix E of this Report) that 
establishes policies and procedures for the relocation of families and businesses that may be 
temporarily or permanently displaced from housing or commercial properties in the Project Area.  
The General Relocation Plan is being prepared in accordance with the Community 
Redevelopment Law, California Health and Safety Code Division 24, Parts 1, 1.5 & 1.7.  The 
General Relocation Plan located in Appendix E of this Report will be used to demonstrate that a 
“method or plan” has been developed by the Agency for the relocation of families and persons 
potentially displaced from the Project Area. 
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IX. ANALYSIS OF THE PRELIMINARY PLAN 
 

Section 33352(g) of the CRL requires the Report to Council to include an analysis of the 
Preliminary Plan for the Project Area.  The Preliminary Plan describes the boundary of the 
Project Area, a general statement of land uses, layout of principal streets, population densities, 
building intensities, and building standards proposed as the basis for redevelopment of the 
Project Area.  The Preliminary Plan shows how the purpose of the Community Redevelopment 
Law would be attained through the redevelopment of the Project Area and has a statement of 
conformity with the General Plan of the City.  The Preliminary Plan also describes generally the 
impact of the Project upon the residents thereof and the surrounding neighborhood. 

 
The Planning Commission of the City of Long Beach approved the Preliminary Plan for the 
Project Area on April 20, 2000 by Resolution No. 1108 (Appendix F of this Report).  Following 
this action, the Agency approved and accepted the Preliminary Plan on May 8, 2000 by 
Resolution No. RA 5-2000 (Appendix F of this Report).   

 
The proposed Plan for the Project Area conforms to the standards and provisions of the 
Preliminary Plan.  The Project Area boundary and the goals and provisions of the Preliminary 
Plan are consistent with the Redevelopment Plan.  As set forth in the Preliminary Plan 
(Appendix E), the proposed Plan will attain the purposes of the CRL by: 

 
1. The elimination of blighting influences and the correction of environmental deficiencies in 

the Project Area, including, among others, buildings in which it is unsafe or unhealthy for 
persons to live or work, small and irregular lots, faulty exterior spacing, obsolete and 
aged building types, mixed character or shifting uses or vacancies, incompatible and 
uneconomic land uses, substandard alleys, and inadequate or deteriorated public 
improvements, facilities, and utilities. 
 

2. The assembly of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated development with 
improved pedestrian and vehicular circulation in the Project Area. 
 

3. The replanning, redesign, and development of portions of the Project Area which are 
stagnant or improperly utilized. 

 
4. The provision of opportunities for participation by owners and tenants in the revitalization 

of their properties. 
 

5. The strengthening of retail and other commercial functions in the Project Area. 
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6. The strengthening of the economic base of the Project Area and the community by the 
installation of needed site improvements to stimulate new residential, commercial, and 
light industrial expansion, employment, and social and economic growth. 

 
7. The provision of adequate land for parking and open spaces. 

 
8. The establishment and implementation of performance criteria to assure high site design 

standards and environmental quality and other design elements which provide unity and 
integrity to the entire Project Area. 

 
9. The expansion, improvement, and preservation of the community’s supply of housing 

available to low- and moderate-income persons and families.  
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X. REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND 

REPORT REQUIRED BY SECTION 65402 OF THE GOVERNMENT CODE 
 

Section 33352(h) of the CRL requires that the Agency’s Report to the City Council contain the 
report and recommendations of the Planning Commission on the proposed Redevelopment 
Plan.  Section 33352(j) of the CRL also requires that the Agency’s Report to the City Council 
contain the report required by Section 65402 of the Government Code.  Section 65402(c) states 
among other things, that no real property should be acquired by dedication or otherwise for 
public purposes, no real property shall be disposed of, no street shall be vacated or abandoned 
and no public building or structure shall be constructed or authorized until such activities have 
been submitted to and reported upon by the local planning agency as to conformity with the 
jurisdiction’s adopted general plan. 

 
The Planning Commission of the City of Long Beach made its report and recommendations on 
the Redevelopment Plan on September 7, 2000.  The Planning Commission, by adopting 
Resolution No. 1112, determined that the proposed Plan was consistent with and in conformity 
with the City of Long Beach General Plan, and recommended the approval of the proposed 
Plan.  The Long Beach Planning Commission report and recommendations, as contained in 
Resolution No. 1112, are contained herein by reference and attached hereto in Appendix G of 
this Report.   
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XI. PROJECT AREA COMMITTEE RECORD 

 
Section 33352(i) of the CRL requires that the Agency’s Report to the City Council contain the 
summary referred to in Section 33387.  Section 33387 refers to the minutes of the Project Area 
Committee and the record of information exchanged between the Project Area Committee and 
the Agency. 
 
The CRL requires the formation of a Project Area Committee ("PAC") if a substantial number of 
low-income or moderate-income persons reside within the Project Area and the proposed 
Redevelopment Plan or amendment contains authority for the Agency to acquire by eminent 
domain property on which any persons reside. 
 
As described in Section I of this Report, the Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project Area 
encompasses the previously proposed Long Beach Boulevard Redevelopment Project Area, 
and the previously proposed Atlantic Avenue Redevelopment Project, and an additional area 
around these two previously proposed project areas.  During the plan adoption process for the 
two previously proposed projects, project area committees were formed.  On October 20, 1992, 
the City Council adopted Resolution No. C-25322 determining that the PAC for the Existing 
Project Area will be formed consisting of the existing PACs for the former Long Beach 
Boulevard Redevelopment Project Area and the former Atlantic Avenue Redevelopment Project.  
The following provides a record of the formation and operation of the PACs for the Existing 
Project Area prior to and following the passage of AB 598. 

 
A. FORMATION OF THE CENTRAL PROJECT AREA COMMITTEE 

 
1.  Long Beach Boulevard Project Area Committee 
 

On March 19, 1991, after due public notification, the City Council of the City of Long 
Beach adopted Resolution No. C-25010 which called upon the residents, businesses 
and existing community organizations within the formerly proposed Long Beach 
Boulevard Redevelopment Project Area to form a PAC and established procedures for 
its formation.  In accordance with these procedures, the Redevelopment Agency held 
five informational meetings in the project area, with one meeting held in Spanish, to 
explain PAC formation and the redevelopment process.  All community organizations, 
property owners, tenants and businesses in the project area were notified by mail of 
these meetings.  Over 15,000 notices were mailed.  Notice of the meetings was also 
published in the Long Beach Press-Telegram.  The Agency conducted an election, by 
mail, for the purpose of electing the five residential owner-occupants and five business 
property owners.  The Agency conducted a tally of votes cast by mail on May 8, 1991.  
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In the meantime the members of the City Council representing the Council Districts 
within the project area designated six community organizations to choose 
representatives from their membership to sit on the PAC.  The appointed community 
organizations to choose representatives in turn designated three residential tenants and 
three business tenants.  On June 4, 1991, the City Council adopted Resolution No. C-
25051 approving a representative Long Beach Boulevard Project Area Committee. 
 

2.  Atlantic Avenue Project Area Committee 
 

A similar process was conducted for the formation of the Atlantic Avenue PAC.  On 
March 24, 1992, the Long Beach City Council adopted Resolution No. C-25214 calling 
for formation of a PAC for the Atlantic Avenue Redevelopment Project and adopted 
procedures therefore.  Agency staff held a series of meetings to inform the public of the 
formation and purpose of the PAC.  Following this, Agency staff mailed ballots to 
residential owner occupants, residential tenants, and business tenants within the project 
area and to residential owner occupants and residential tenants within a “Sphere of 
Influence”.  Two meetings were held, one on April 28, and the other on April 30, 1992 to 
provide candidates the opportunity to address project area occupants, property owners 
and other community members.  During the same time period, five community 
organizations (National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, United 
Cambodian Community, League of United Latin American Citizens, Central Area 
Association and Central Area Association and Central Facility Center Advisory Group), 
Burnett School of the Long Beach Unified School District, Ministerial Alliance, and the 
Burnett Library of the City of Long Beach were contacted and asked to each designate a 
representative to the PAC.  Following the designations of a representative these 
organizations notified the Agency of their selections in writing.  On June 23, 1992, the 
Long Beach City Council adopted Resolution No. C-25266 approving a representative.  
 
Subsequent to the formation of the Long Beach Boulevard Project Area Committee and 
the Atlantic Avenue Project Area Committee, the City Council, by Resolution, approved 
the formation of the Central Long Beach Project Area Committee (“CPAC”) to consist of 
the existing PACs. 

 
Finally, on June 20, 2000, the Long Beach City Council, by Resolution No. 27703, made 
a finding that the CPAC for the Existing Project Area will serve as the project area 
committee for the re-adopted Project Area and that a new project area committee is not 
necessary (see Appendix H of this Report).  Furthermore, the City Council, by 
Resolution No. 27704 (see Appendix H), modified the membership of the CPAC to forty-
two (42) members consisting of twelve (12) residential owner-occupants, three (3) 
residential tenants, ten (10) business representatives and seventeen (17) members from 
community organizations. 
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B.     SUMMARY OF CPAC MEETINGS AND DOCUMENTS DISTRIBUTED TO THE   

PAC 
 

On April 6, 2000, the CPAC held its first meeting related to the re-adoption process for 
the Project Area, and continued to discuss re-adoption procedures for the proposed Plan 
at subsequent meetings.  As of this writing, the PAC held regular monthly meetings 
through November 2, 2000 in order to review documents related to the proposed 
Redevelopment Plan.  A summary of the discussion topics and documents distributed at 
the CPAC meetings through November 2, 2000 is included below and the agenda and 
CPAC minutes are provided in Appendix H. 

 
C.      PAC REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN  

 
The PAC received the Redevelopment Plan for review on October 5, 2000.  The PAC 
has not yet prepared and adopted its report and recommendations to the City Council on 
the re-adoption of the Redevelopment Plan.   

 
 

Summary of CPAC Meetings and Documents Distributed 
Meeting 
Date 

Discussion Topics          Documents Distributed 

April 6, 
2000 

Status of the re-adoption of Central Long Beach 
Redevelopment Project. 

• None Distributed 
 
 

May 4, 
2000 

Discussion of time line for the re-adoption of the Plan. 
 

• Timeline for Plan Adoption 
 

July 6, 
2000 
 

Discussion of City Council staff report and resolution on 
designating the CPAC as the PAC for the Project Area. 
 

• City Council Staff Report and Resolution 
 

Aug. 3, 
2000 

Update on the re-adoption of the Plan and discussion of 
documents currently being prepared. 
 

• Revised Plan Adoption Timeline  
 

Sept. 7, 
2000 
 

Update on the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan. 
 

• None Distributed 

Oct. 5, 
2000 
 

Update on the adoption of the Plan and the time line. 
 

• Redevelopment Plan  
 

Nov. 2, 
2000 

Review of Draft Redevelopment Plan and presentation of 
the Preliminary Report by Agency consultants.  
Discussion and adoption of Owner Participation Rules. 

• Executive Summary of the Preliminary 
Report; Preliminary Report and Owner 
Participation Rules were available for 
review. 
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XII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT REQUIRED BY SECTION 21151 OF THE 

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE  
 

Section 33352 (k) of the CRL requires that the Agency’s Report to the City Council contain the 
report required by Section 21151 of the Public Resources Code.  Thus, in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Agency has prepared a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR) on the proposed Redevelopment Plan.   

 
The purpose of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the environmental effects of a program of 
redevelopment activities within the Project Area.  The Draft EIR evaluated the following 
environmental issues:  air quality, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology, land use, noise, population and housing, public service, transportation and 
utilities.  The significant environmental effects, which cannot be avoided if the Project is 
implemented, are as follows: 
 

��Full build-out will result in pollutant emission, which exceed the threshold of significance 
and which aggravate air quality in the air-shed. 

��The Project has the potential to dislocate existing uses, businesses and tenants. 
��Full build-out will result in an unmitigated demand for open space and recreation. 

 
The Draft EIR was transmitted to the taxing entities in the Project Area on August 15, 2000.  It 
was then circulated for public review and comment from August 15, 2000 through October 9, 
2000.  The following agencies submitted comments on the Draft EIR: 
 

��Southern California Association of Governments 
��County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
��County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
��State Clearinghouse 
�� Long Beach Unified School District 
��City of Seal Beach 
��State of California Department of Transportation 

 
The Agency, as the lead agency, is scheduled to certify the Final EIR for the Project at the joint 
public hearing on the Plan adoption currently scheduled for February 12, 2001.  A copy of the 
Final EIR will be submitted to the City Council as part of the Final Report to City Council.  The 
comments received on the Draft EIR and the required responses will be incorporated into the 
Final EIR. 
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XIII. REPORT OF THE COUNTY FISCAL OFFICER AND THE AGENCY’S ANALYSIS 
THEREOF, INCLUDING A SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS WITH AFFECTED 
TAXING AGENCIES 
 

Pursuant to Section 33352(n) of the CRL, the Report to Council must include an analysis of the 
Fiscal Officer’s Report and must include a summary of the consultations of the Agency, or 
attempts to consult by the Agency, with each of the affected taxing agencies.  If any of the 
affected taxing agencies have expressed written objections or concerns with the proposed 
Project as part of these consultations, the Agency shall include a response to these concerns, 
additional information, if any, and, at the discretion of the Agency, proposed or adopted 
mitigation measures. 

 
A. REPORT OF THE COUNTY FISCAL OFFICER 
 
The Agency has yet to receive the County Fiscal Officer’s Report (“33328 Report”) from 
the County of Los Angeles.  Agency staff has not been given a date as to when the 
33328 Report will be completed.  The 60-day period for completion and submission of 
the 33328 Report to the Agency and affected taxing agencies was October 20, 2000.  
Having not received the 33328 Report, the Agency will proceed as scheduled with the 
re-adoption of the Project in accordance with CRL Section 33328.  If the 33328 Report is 
submitted prior to the re-adoption of the Project, then the Agency will prepare and 
consider for approval a Supplement to this Report containing an analysis of the 33328 
Report. 
 
B. SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS WITH AFFECTED TAXING AGENCIES 

 
Section 33328 of the CRL requires the Agency, prior to the publication of a notice of the 
joint public hearing on the proposed Redevelopment Plan, to consult with each affected 
taxing agency with respect to the Project and the allocation of tax increment revenues.  
The Agency submitted Statements of Preparation of a Redevelopment Plan to all of the 
affected taxing agencies on May 10, 2000.  These notices included an offer to consult 
with each of the taxing agencies.  Only the County of Los Angeles has requested a 
consultation meeting.  This meeting occurred on June 15, 2000 and was attended by 
County officials and Agency staff.  A summary of the meeting and items of discussion 
are contained in Appendix I of this Report. 
 
Furthermore, Agency staff had a phone conversation with a Los Angeles County Fire 
District representative regarding the Project on June 16, 2000.  The discussion items of 
that conversation are contained in Appendix I of this Report.  
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XIV. NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT REPORT 
 

Section 33352(m) of the CRL requires that the Agency’s Report to City Council contain a 
neighborhood impact report if the redevelopment project contains low- or moderate-income 
housing.  The purpose of the neighborhood impact report is to describe in detail the impact of 
the proposed actions upon the residents of the project area and surrounding areas in terms of 
relocation, traffic circulation, environmental quality, availability of community facilities and 
services, effect on school population and quality of education, property assessments and taxes, 
and other matters affecting the physical and social quality of the neighborhood.  The 
neighborhood impact report is also to include: (a) the number of dwelling units housing persons 
and families of low- or moderate-income expected to be destroyed or removed from the low- 
and moderate-income housing market as part of the redevelopment project; (b) the number of 
persons and families (households) of low- or moderate-income expected to be displaced by the 
project; (c) the general location of housing to be rehabilitated, developed, or constructed 
pursuant to Section 33413 of the CRL; (d) the number of dwelling units housing persons and 
families of low- and moderate-income planned for construction or rehabilitation, other than 
replacement housing; (e) the projected means of financing the proposed dwelling units for 
housing persons and families of low- and moderate-income planned for construction or 
rehabilitation; and (f) a projected timetable for meeting the relocation, rehabilitation and 
replacement housing objectives. 

 
Because the Project Area contains persons and families with low- or moderate-incomes, a 
neighborhood impact report is included herein.  Due to overlapping among the data required in 
the Environmental Impact Report, the Method or Plan for Relocation and the Neighborhood 
Impact Report -- all of which are contained in this Report -- cross-referencing is employed. 

 
A. IMPACT ON RESIDENTS IN THE PROJECT AREA AND SURROUNDING 

AREA 
 
1. Relocation 
 

The Project Area contains residential dwelling units, the majority of which are assumed 
to be occupied by low- or moderate-income persons or families.  Some residential units 
within the Project Area do not conform (are non-conforming) to the City’s existing zoning 
codes.  Although the Agency does not intend to displace any residents, whether the 
units are conforming or non-conforming, future revitalization projects may necessitate 
the displacement and relocation of low- and moderate-income residents. 
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Any displacement which occurs as a result of Agency redevelopment activities will be 
mitigated by relocation assistance including financial payments, advisory assistance, 
and replacement housing plan provisions of state law relating to Agency assisted 
developments.  These provisions are further described in this Report under the “Method 
or Plan for Relocation.” 
 
It is anticipated that existing non-residential, underutilized and vacant parcels will be 
selected as first development sites.  However, from time to time throughout the life of the 
Redevelopment Plan residential displacement and relocation may occur in conjunction 
with voluntarily negotiated acquisitions or eminent domain proceeding as a last resort. 
Displacement and relocation resulting from redevelopment activity are generally 
dependent upon the following factors: 

 
• Market demand for various types of development; 

 
• Availability of funds to finance redevelopment activities, and; 

 
• Agency’s ability to meet applicable relocation and housing replacement 

requirements under the CRL for low- and moderate-income families. 
 
Residents will not be displaced unless and until there are suitable relocation facilities 
available for occupancy at rents or costs comparable to those paid at the time of 
displacement.  The Agency will assist residents in finding housing, that is decent, safe 
and sanitary and within their financial means, in reasonably convenient locations and 
otherwise suitable to their needs. Any displacement which occurs as a result of Agency 
redevelopment activities will be mitigated by relocation assistance including financial 
payments, advisory assistance, and replacement housing plan provisions of state law 
relating to Agency assisted developments.  These provisions are further described in this 
Report under "Method on Plan for Relocation." 

 
Additionally, it is likely that implementation may require the temporary or permanent 
displacement and relocation of nonresidential occupants within the Project Area.  In 
every case, the Agency will diligently use its best efforts to attempt to find relocation 
sites meeting the required needs of the individual business displaced by the Agency 
activity as required by law.  Further, the Agency will work with property owners to 
provide every opportunity for them to participate in the rehabilitation or redevelopment of 
their own properties and/or other properties in the Project Area.  The Agency will 
additionally offer reentry opportunities where feasible to existing business owners and 
tenants on a preference basis. 
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2. Environmental Quality 
 

The environmental impacts of the proposed Redevelopment Plan were analyzed in the 
Environmental Impact Report for the Redevelopment Project (EIR) referenced in Section 
XII of this Report.  The EIR analyzed and updated the impacts identified in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report prepared for the 1993 Plan, which are as follows: air 
quality; cultural resources; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; 
hydrology; land use; noise; population and housing; public services; utilities; and 
transportation.  Most of the impacts projected to result from implementing the Project 
can be mitigated.  Mitigation measures were included for all impacts considered 
significant.  The only environmental impacts that were identified as significant and 
unavoidable are as follows:   
 

��Full build-out will result in pollutant emission, which exceed the threshold of 
significance and which aggravate air quality in the air-shed. 

��The Project has the potential to dislocate existing uses, businesses and tenants. 
��Full build-out will result in an unmitigated demand for open space and recreation. 

 
However, beneficial impacts to the visual quality were noted for removal and 
improvement of deteriorated structures.  Also beneficial impacts were identified for the 
removal of hazardous waste. 
 
Development under the proposed Plan will utilize building materials, fuel and labor 
resources for the construction of infrastructure and commercial facilities.  These 
resources would be consumed to provide for similar development at any location, and no 
unusual characteristics of the Project Area will cause extra demand for these resources. 
 

3. Traffic Circulation 
 

Traffic circulation through the Project Area is constrained due primarily to high traffic 
volumes along the roadway network.  Impact to existing roadways network as result of 
Plan implementation will consist of an approximate 15 percent increase in vehicular 
traffic.  Most of the additional vehicle trips will occur in the southern portion of the Project 
Area and along Atlantic Avenue where the majority of the new development will occur.   
Redevelopment projects will help to mitigate traffic impacts within the Project Area.  The 
proposed Project through a public improvements program includes the provisions for 
improvements to transportation and circulation systems, upgrading existing roads and 
landscaping.  
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4. Community Facilities and Services 
 

As noted above, the FEIR analyzed the impacts of the redevelopment project on fire 
protection, police protection, schools, library, natural gas, water, wastewater, and 
electricity.  No significant or potentially significant impacts were found or stated for any of 
the community services or public utilities analyzed in the FEIR.  The proposed Project is 
intended to fund the upgrading and installation of public improvements and facilities, 
which would include improvements to traffic, water, sewer, and drainage systems. 

  
5. School Population and Quality of Education 
 

The Project Area is served by the Long Beach Unified School District.  This District is 
either nearly or exceeding capacity. 

 
Residential, commercial and industrial development that could occur in the Project Area 
would increase enrollment in local schools, by 4,500 students possibly requiring the 
expansion of existing schools or the construction of new schools.  To offset development 
impacts each district collects the maximum statutory development fees allowed by law 
that help offset the impacts of increased enrollments and cost of new school 
construction.  Additional employment generated by the redevelopment activity within the 
Project Area may add school-age children to the area since new commercial and 
industrial development in the Project Area is anticipated to create new job opportunities, 
which may increase the labor force in the area.  However, redevelopment activities are 
expected to also foster an increase in property valuation that will result in an increase in 
the pass through property taxes that the school district would receive.  Overall, the 
quality of education is expected to remain the same and the potential impact to the 
schools can be mitigated. 

 
6. Property Assessment and Taxes 
 

The proposed Project alone will not cause the property taxes to increase.  In general, 
taxable valuations of property within and adjoining should increase as development of 
that property occurs.  New development within the Project will be assessed at market 
value, as determined by the assessor.  Regardless of whether property is in the Project 
Area or not, the assessor may increase property valuations for existing properties at the 
maximum rate of two percent per year allowed under Proposition 13.  In cases where 
property changes hands, the assessor will reassess the added value to property and 
improvements due to any new development or rehabilitation which occurs. 

 



 

Report to the City Council for the Proposed Re-Adoption of the                    Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project                                                                    Page 108       
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency                                                                                                                                   
 
0011024.LGB:CGK:gbd 
15610.006.004/12/07/00 
 
 
 

 

Another matter potentially affecting property taxes in the proposed Project Area and 
surrounding areas would be the possibility of additional levies resulting from formation of 
special assessment districts.  The financing of the redevelopment programs, as outlined 
in this Report, assumes no special assessments within the Project.  Such districts will 
require voter approval from those that live within the boundary of such district.  

 
B. RELOCATION AND LOW- AND MODERATE-INCOME HOUSING 

 
1. Housing Units to be Destroyed or Removed 
 

Implementation of the proposed Plan may include Agency acquisition of property within 
the proposed Project Area as provided for by the Redevelopment Plan.  The Agency 
does not have any specific plans for the acquisition of low- and moderate-income 
housing.  The majority of housing units within the Project Area is assumed to be 
occupied by very low, low- and moderate-income households.  However, none of these 
units are targeted to be destroyed or removed. 

 
Should Agency acquisition necessitate removal of dwelling units occupied by person or 
families of low- and moderate-incomes, the Agency will be required to construct develop 
or rehabilitate, or cause the construction, development or rehabilitation of, low- and 
moderate-income dwelling units equal in number to those destroyed or removed.  These 
"replacement housing units" must be constructed within four years of their destruction or 
removal, and must remain available at affordable housing costs to persons and families 
of very low, low-, and moderate-income throughout the period of land use controls 
established in the Redevelopment Plan. 

 
2. Projected Residential Displacement 
 

As mentioned above, the Agency does not have any specific plans, which would involve 
the removal of low- and moderate-income housing units or displacement of low- and 
moderate-income residents.  Should such displacement be contemplated, the Agency 
will conduct individual household surveys to determine the exact number, type and, 
location of comparable replacement housing units and the required number of referrals 
thereto prior to displacement of any person of low- or moderate-income.  Section VIII of 
this Report provides an overview of the relocation process that must be undertaken by 
the Agency prior to displacing any person(s) or family(ies). 
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3. Number and Location of Replacement Housing 
 

The specific number and type of replacement housing units required pursuant to CRL 
Section 33413 has not been determined. Should housing units be destroyed or removed 
from the low- and moderate-income housing market by the Agency, suitable 
replacement housing locations are available within the Project Area or other areas of the 
City and County as identified in the applicable General Plan as residential infill areas.  
For example, the City’s 2000-2005 Housing Element identifies a vacancy rate of 5.2 
percent for owner and rental-occupied dwelling units.  Based upon the total housing 
units in the City of 172,089, there are approximately 8,950 vacant housing units which 
could be used as replacement housing. 

  
The City Council and the Agency will make findings as may be necessary to provide 
such replacement housing.  When the Agency acquires property, enters into a 
disposition and development agreement, participation agreement or other agreement, or 
undertakes any other activities requiring or causing the destruction or removal of 
housing units from the low- and moderate-income housing market, the Agency will 
provide replacement housing required pursuant to Section 33413 of the CRL and 
replacement housing plan pursuant to Section 33413.5. 

 
4. Number and Location of Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Planned Other 
than Replacement Housing 
 

The Agency plans to assist in the construction, rehabilitation and preservation of low- 
and moderate-income housing in the Project Area under the Neighborhood 
Revitalization and Development Assistance programs as described in Section IV of this 
Report.  The location of low- and moderate-income housing units may occur anywhere 
within the Project Area or citywide as permitted by the City and County General Plan.  It 
is estimated within the Agency’s Five-Year (2000-2005) Implementation Plan (Appendix 
D) that as many as 2,937 units may be developed or rehabilitated within the Project 
Area. Redevelopment law requires that 15 percent of the total housing units be 
affordable to low- and moderate-income persons.  Therefore, it is estimated that at least 
440 housing units will be built, rehabilitated or preserved for low- and moderate-income 
households.  These housing units will be developed within the Project Area and citywide. 
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5. Financing Method for proposed low- and moderate-income dwelling units 
planned for construction or rehabilitation 
 

Not less than 20 percent of all taxes which may be allocated to the Agency pursuant to 
Section 33670 of Article 4 of the CRL shall be used by the Agency for purposes of 
increasing, improving, preserving the supply of low- and moderate-income housing 
available at affordable housing cost to persons and families of low- or moderate-income 
and very low income households.  This source of funding will be utilized for assisting in 
the financing of construction or rehabilitation of low- and moderate-income housing.  At 
least 50 percent of these funds are to be used within the Project Area for new 
construction. 

 
6. Timetable for Provision of Relocation and Housing Objectives 
 

If replacement housing is to be provided pursuant to Section 33413 of the CRL, the 
Agency shall take necessary steps to cause the construction, rehabilitation or 
development of such housing in accordance with the time limits prescribed by law.  The 
timing for rehabilitation will be linked to the availability of the funds and the level of 
participation by the residents. 

 
The relocation plan(s) prepared by the Agency for a particular development activity shall 
contain schedules to insure comparable replacement housing is available in accordance 
with the requirements of the CRL and the State Relocation Guidelines. 

 
C. OTHER MATTERS AFFECTING THE PHYSICAL AND SOCIAL QUALITY OF 

THE ENVIRONMENT 
 

The Project will have beneficial impacts on property owners and businesses in the 
Project Area.  Implementation of the specific projects consistent with the objectives of 
the General Plan and the proposed Plan will bring about coordinated growth and 
development, and improvements in the public infrastructure system, making the Project 
Area a more attractive area, which in turn should stimulate reinvestment.  The Project 
will therefore help the City to reverse long-term decline without the need for more 
extensive and expensive measures in the future. 

 
The Agency’s proposed public improvements programs would improve vehicular access 
and circulation in and around the Project Area.  The public improvements proposed will 
also improve unsafe and deficient street conditions.   
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APPENDIX A 

FIELD SURVEY FORM 
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APPENDIX B 
FIELD SURVEY  

EVALUATION CRITERIA 
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APPENDIX C 
PHOTOGRAPHIC PLATES 

 



 

Report to the City Council for the Proposed Re-Adoption of the                  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
Central Long Beach Redevelopment Project                                                            
Long Beach Redevelopment Agency                                                                                                                                   
 
0011024.LGB:CGK:gbd 
15610.006.004/12/07/00 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX D 
FIVE-YEAR IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
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APPENDIX E 
GENERAL RELOCATION PLAN 
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APPENDIX F 
PRELIMINARY PLAN AND  
RELATED RESOLUTIONS 
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APPENDIX G 
PLANNING COMMISSION  

RECOMMENDATION AND REPORT 
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APPENDIX H 
CENTRAL PROJECT AREA COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA AND MINUTES 
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APPENDIX I 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS WITH 

AFFECTED TAXING ENTITIES 
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